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1. What	  processes	  are	  taking	  place	  at	  a	  micro	  level	  on	  the	  charity	  shop	  floor?	  2. How	  do	  charity	  shop	  participants	  negotiate	  these	  processes?	  3. Is	   there	   consistent	   ‘professionalisation’	   in	   charity	   shops,	   or	   is	  the	  process	  nuanced?	  4. What	  does	  this	  indicate	  about	  the	  professionalisation	  of	  charity	  and	  wider	  conceptions	  of	  charity	  in	  general?	  	  
1.1	  Thesis	  Chapters	  
	  	   The	   thesis	   consists	   of	   a	   four-­‐part	   literature	   review,	   a	   two-­‐part	  methodology,	  and	  four	  chapters	  of	  analysis	  and	  discussion.	  





2002;	  2003).	  This	  chapter	  summarises	  previous	  work	  chronologically,	  highlighting	   the	   most	   interesting	   for	   more	   detailed	   discussion	   in	  Chapter	   3.	   Initially,	   work	   in	   the	   area	   of	   ‘alternative	   consumption’	   is	  considered,	  allowing	  an	  understanding	  of	  how	  the	  charity	  shop	  became	  embedded	   along	   with	   these	   spaces	   within	   discourses	   of	   second-­‐handedness	   and	   their	   inherent	   ‘messiness’	   (Gregson	  &	   Crewe,	   1997).	  The	   literature	   review	   then	   focuses	   upon	   the	   significance	   of	  professionalisation	  in	  charity	  shops.	  Lastly,	  it	  introduces	  the	  argument	  of	  this	  thesis;	  that	  previous	  research	  neglects	  to	  complete	  the	  picture	  of	  how	   contemporary	   charity	   shops	   deal	   with	   the	   contradictions	   of	  charity	  and	  capitalism.	  





The	   final	   section	   of	   this	   chapter,	   3.3,	   discusses	   literature	   that	  deals	  with	  ‘charity’	  as	  a	  concept.	  Work	  on	  gift	  exchange	  (Mauss,	  1970;	  Godelier,	   1999)	   is	   described	   and	   used	   to	   help	   understand	   the	  numerous	  motivational	   factors	   inherent	  to	   ‘giving’	   in	  the	  charity	  shop	  environment.	   This	   is	   investigated	   further	   in	   a	   discussion	   of	   the	  
charitable	   volunteer,	   and	   the	   charitable	   donor.	   Both	   are	   contentious	  contrasts	   to	   theories	   of	   the	   gift,	   since	   both	   Mauss	   and	   Godelier	  maintained	  that	  no	  gift	   is	  given	  without	  the	  assumption	  of	  reciprocity	  (ibid.).	   Contentious	   notions	   of	   devotion	   and	   sacrifice	   are	   investigated	  and	  deconstructed,	  with	  the	  volunteers	  active	  participation	  in	  a	  charity	  considered	  also	   from	  a	  therapeutic	  standpoint,	  allowing	  volunteers	   to	  ‘prosume’	   (produce	   and	   consume	   simultaneously)	   philanthropy	   and	  goodwill	   through	   their	   actions.	  The	   challenges	   faced	  by	   volunteers	   in	  the	   light	   of	   intensive	  modern	   retail	   practices	   are	   also	   discussed.	   The	  chapter	   concludes	   by	   relating	   Mauss’	   and	   Godelier’s	   ‘gift’	   concept	   to	  that	   the	   charitable	   donor,	   those	   who	   give	   to	   charity	   shops.	   Both	   the	  donor	   and	   the	   volunteer	   are	   then	   theorised	   in	   this	   work	   to	   be	  ‘philanthropic	  prosumers’,	  who	  receive	  a	  reciprocal	  benefit	  from	  their	  donated	  time	  and	  goods	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  ‘warm	  glow’	  (Andreoni,	  1990).	  	  










	   Chapter	  6	  focuses	  upon	  charitable	  workers	  and	  the	  multiplicity	  of	   roles	   that	   are	   taken	   on	   within	   the	   charity	   shop.	   The	   archetypal	  charity	   shop	   worker	   is	   presumed	   to	   be	   a	   volunteer,	   yet	   more	  commonly	   (as	   reported	   in	   studies	   by	   Maddrell	   [2000]	   and	   Parsons	  [2002,	  2004])	  charity	  shops	  nowadays	  have	  a	  mix	  of	  paid	  and	  unpaid	  workers,	  alongside	  Job	  Centre	  placement	  workers	  and	  members	  of	  the	  public	   undertaking	   Community	   Service.	   This	   heterogenous	   mix	   of	  ‘employees’	   is	  another	  example	  of	  how	  charity	  shops,	  as	   they	  become	  professionalised	   in	   certain	   ways,	   also	   develop	   further	   irregularities	  that	  differentiate	   them	  from	  first	  hand	  shopping	  spaces.	  The	  research	  has	   named	   these	   novel	   changes	   in	   worker	   structures	   the	   quiet	  





in	  order	  to	  achieve	  further	  money	  from	  these	  donated	  goods.	  This	  has	  been	  termed	  the	  quiet	  gift	  economy.	  Gift	  Aid	  is	  investigated,	  where	  donors	  are	  encouraged	  to	  add	  Gift	  Aid	  to	  any	  money	  their	  items	  might	  raise	  for	  the	  charity,	  providing	  they	  are	  a	  UK	  taxpayer.	  By	  involving	  donor	  databases,	  the	  process	  enables	  a	  rationalisation	  of	  the	  previously	  ‘irrational’	  and	  unpredictable	  donation	  process.	   Bureaucratisation	   of	   the	   act	   of	   donating	   a	   bag	   of	   unwanted	  goods	   has	   vastly	   altered	   the	   way	   charity	   shops	   work,	   how	   they	   are	  perceived,	  and	  removed	  the	  promised	  anonymity	  of	  donation;	  now	  the	  donor	  becomes	  part	  of	  a	  database	  where	  their	  giving	  is	  monitored.	  	  The	   former,	  Gift	   in	  Kind,	  refers	   to	  corporate	  Gifts	   in	  Kind:	  bulk	  donations	   of	   items	   given	   from	   large	   chain	   stores	   and	   companies.	  Governmental	  policy	  on	  donated	  goods	  from	  companies	  permits	  them	  to	   reclaim	   the	   VAT	   on	   such	   goods,	   which	   results	   in	   a	   mutually	  beneficial	   relationship	   for	   the	   charity	   shop	   and	   the	   corporation.	   The	  impact	  of	  Gift	  in	  Kind	  upon	  the	  charity	  shop	  has	  signalled	  a	  uniformity	  of	  goods	  in	  terms	  of	  quality	  and	  choice.	  The	  more	  orderly	  the	  stock,	  the	  more	   organised	   and	   rationalised	   the	   shop,	   which	   is	   indicative	   of	   the	  charity	  shop’s	  burgeoning	  professionalisation.	  This	  professionalisation	  also	  has	  consequences	  for	  volunteers	  and	  other	  employees	  within	  the	  stores,	  who	  must	  negotiate	  the	  changing	  origins	  of	  the	  items	  they	  sell,	  and	  the	  bonds	  it	  enhances	  with	  the	  private	  sector.	  




















2.2	  Theories	  of	  Alternative	  Retail	  	  















and	   stressed	   that	   a	   socio-­‐spatial	   awareness	   is	   fundamental	   before	  making	  sweeping	  assumptions	  about	  stereotypical	  charity	  shop	  users.	  He	   later	   re-­‐affirmed	  his	  dissatisfaction	  with	   the	  binary	  approaches	   to	  the	  topic	  in	  another	  study	  in	  2003,	  comparing	  different	  rural	  locations	  and	  emphasising	  the	  importance	  of	  accessibility	  in	  relation	  to	  types	  of	  shopping	  practices.	  	   Williams’	   work,	   which	   came	   from	   a	   background	   in	   economic	  behaviour	  and	  geographies	  of	  exclusion,	  highlighted	  the	  importance	  of	  





However,	  the	  field	  of	  sociological	  understanding	  narrows	  when	  charity	  shops	   themselves	   are	   put	   under	   scrutiny.	   They	   are	   an	   instance	   of	  alternative	  or	  second-­‐hand	  retail	  unique	  within	  an	  already	  anomalous	  sphere.	   The	   following	   section	   charts	   their	   development,	   and	   the	  synchronous	  development	  of	  literature	  on	  the	  subject.	  	  
2.3	  A	  Chronology	  of	  Charity	  Shop	  Growth	  










variability	   of	   their	   value	   to	   the	   charity	   seemed	   dependent	   upon	  whether	   they	   were	   as	   Broadbridge	   and	   Horne	   described	   it,	   a	   ‘retail	  multiple’	   or	   an	   ‘independent’	   (ibid.).	   In	   highlighting	   the	   variability	   of	  





of	   the	   public	   and	   private	   sectors	   in	   the	   growth	   of	   charity	   shops;	  particularly	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  techniques	  used	  by	  commercial	  business	  to	  aid	  development,	   such	  as	  managerialism,	   increased	  administration,	  and	   the	   rationalisation	   of	   work.	   Goodall’s	   preoccupation	   with	   where	  the	   charity	   shop	   resides	   in	   terms	  of	   sectoral	   context	   became	   another	  key	  interest	  of	  this	  thesis	  due	  to	  the	  difficulties	   inherent	   in	  non-­‐profit	  ties	  to	  private	  and	  public	  services	  	   Goodall	   (2000b)	  extrapolated	  this	  work	   in	  an	  article	  published	  later	   that	   year	   which	   dissected	   the	   concept	   of	   ‘professionalisation’;	   a	  term	   that	   is	   often	   used	   unproblematically	   to	   describe	   the	   changes	   in	  charity	  retail1.	  He	  suggested	  that	  professionalisation	  was	  interpreted	  in	  three	  different	  ways	  by	  senior	  charity	  retail	  staff.	  It	  was	  either	  seen	  as	  ‘strident	  commercialism’	  (thus	  corroding	  volunteer-­‐centric	  values	  and	  highly	   rationalised),	   ‘limited	   professionalism’	   (A	   degree	   of	   business-­‐like	   attitudes	   are	   adopted	   whilst	   an	   awareness	   of	   over-­‐professionalisation	   is	  retained)	  and	   ‘vibrant	  professional	  voluntarism’	  (organisational	   democracy	   where	   paid	   managers	   act	   as	   supporting	  staff	   to	  volunteers)	   (Goodall,	  2000b).	   	  By	  acknowledging	   the	   tensions	  of	  paid	  and	  unpaid	  co-­‐workers,	  Goodall	   introduced	   the	   issues	  around	  
hierarchical	  work	  structures	  that	  can	  be	  found	  on	  the	  charity	  shop	  floor,	  along	   with	   the	   problems	   inherent	   in	   implementing	   commercial	  management	  methods	  within	  a	  charity	  setting.	  	   Around	  the	  time	  of	  Goodall’s	  study,	  many	  other	  authors	  started	  to	   look	  at	   charity	   retail	   from	  alternative	  perspectives	  with	   the	  aim	  of	  examining	   how	   such	   a	   contradictory,	   disorganised	   and	   traditionally	  slow-­‐moving	   sector	   could	   have	   become	   successful	   so	   rapidly.	   Social	  geographer	  Avril	  Maddrell	  (2000)	  investigated	  volunteer	  participation	  





in	  17	  shops	  around	  Oxford,	  which	  she	  describes	  as	  being	  the	  “home”	  of	  the	   charity	   shop	   having	   been	   the	   location	   of	   the	   first	   ever	   Oxfam	   in	  1947.	   The	   very	   first	  Oxfam	   shop	   sold	   donated	   goods	   to	   try	   and	   raise	  money	   for	   beleaguered	   Greek	   families	   in	   the	   area	   (The	   Fundraiser	  magazine,	  in	  Horne	  &	  Broadbridge,	  1995).	  Maddrell’s	  study	  was	  one	  of	  the	  first	   to	  use	  ethnomethodology	  to	  study	  charity	  shop	  volunteers	   in	  depth	  and	  separate	  them	  from	  ideology	  surrounding	  the	  altruistic	  gift	  of	  work.	  	  Maddrell	  researched	  not	  only	  demographics	  and	  motivations	  behind	  the	  volunteers’	  work,	  as	  Broadbridge	  &	  Horne	  had	  done	  before	  her	   (1994a,	   1994b),	   but	   also	   their	   responses	   to	   the	   professionalising	  process,	  as	  well	  as	  bringing	  in	  the	  first	  references	  to	  New	  Deal	  Workers	  (unemployed	  people	  who	  are	  hired	  via	  the	  Job	  Centre	  and	  who	  work	  in	  order	   to	   receive	   their	   Jobseekers	   Allowance)	   and	   Community	   Service	  










how	   managerial	   language	   in	   charity	   shop	   contexts	   affected	   the	   laid-­‐back	  and	  social	  environment	  previously	  fostered.	  In	  this	  work,	  Gregson	  et	  al.	  discussed	  the	  charity	  shop	  as	  a	   ‘project’	   from	  a	  retail	  geography	  standpoint,	   linking	   the	   unscripted	   interactions	   that	   take	   place	  within	  the	   shop	   space	   to	   the	   multiple	   discourses	   thrown	   up	   by	  professionalising	   a	   previously	   informal	   space.	   Their	   emphasis	   upon	  potential	  exclusion	  of	  volunteers	  in	  this	  discourse	  supported	  the	  earlier	  work	   of	   Williams	   (2002;	   2003),	   which	   theorised	   that	   customers	  participated	  in	  alternative	  (second-­‐hand)	  retail	  due	  to	  exclusion	  rather	  than	  choice.	  	   Chronologically,	   at	   this	   point	   the	   growth	   in	   charity	   shop	  theorising	  mirrored	  the	  increase	  in	  their	  economic	  status.	  Charity	  shop	  economics	   were	   progressively	   scrutinised	   in	   the	   fields	   of	   retail	  management	   and	   non-­‐profit	   organisation	   theory	   representing	   the	  development	  of	   the	  concept	  of	  charity	   from	  something	   that	   is	  seen	  as	  fundamentally	   ‘outmoded’	  (Gregson,	  Crewe,	  &	  Brooks,	  2002,	  p.	  1665),	  to	   something	   dynamic,	   modern	   and	   hugely	   profitable.	   Nettleton	   and	  Hardey	   wrote	   that	   charities	   in	   general	   had	   become	   “increasingly	  





















review	  as	  one	  of	  the	  defining	  components	  of	  charity	  retail	  theory.	  Her	  retail-­‐centric	   perspective	   describes	   how	   business	   tools	   such	   as	   stock	  changovers,	   promotions,	   workforce	   training	   and	   long	   term	   business	  plans	   are	   played	   out	   within	   this	   diverse	   work	   environment	   and	   her	  findings	   suggest	   that	   ‘acting	   charitably’	   and	   ‘applying	   sound	  business	  acumen’	   is	   not	   as	   simple	   in	   the	   charity	   shop	   as	   it	   is	   in	   a	   first-­‐hand	  shopping	  location	  (2002a,	  p.	  8).	  This	  issue	  is	  further	  developed	  in	  her	  later	   work	   on	   a	   typology	   of	   charity	   shops	   (Parsons,	   2004);	   the	  instrumental	  framework	  that	  served	  to	  direct	  case	  study	  selection	  and	  categorisation	  in	  this	  thesis.	  	  	  
2.4	  Typology	  of	  Charity	  Shops	  

















	  	   Throughout	   this	   chapter,	   efforts	  have	  been	  made	   to	   chart	  how	  the	  charity	  shop	  has	  become	  a	  locus	  for	  sociological	  examination	  in	  the	  United	   Kingdom.	   Several	   themes	   throughout	   the	   various	   research	  studies	   have	   been	   identified	   when	   contextualising	   a	   study	   of	   charity	  shop	   operations.	   These	   have	   been	   detailed	   above	   and	   can	   be	  summarised	  as:	  
• The	   emphasis	   upon	   the	   entrepreneurial	   spirit	   prevalent	   in	  alternative	   retail	   spaces	   (McRobbie,	   1989;	   Crewe	   et	   al.,	   2003)	  and	  the	  ‘working	  knowledge’	  necessary	  to	  successfully	  negotiate	  the	   sale	   of	   second-­‐hand	   goods	   that	   has	   translated	   over	   into	  charity	  retail.	  	  
• The	  ‘identity	  vs.	  necessity’	  shopper	  debate,	  in	  which	  the	  degree	  of	  personal	  agency	  of	  the	  customer	  is	  in	  question.	  Although	  very	  popular	   in	   first-­‐hand	   consumption	   studies,	   this	   perspective	  suffers	   due	   to	   an	   over-­‐reliance	   upon	   a	   binary	   of	   cultural	   or	  economic	  arguments.	  	  
• Social	   exclusion,	   accessibility	   and	   the	   links	   this	   has	   with	  alternative	   retail	   spaces,	   in	   particular	   in	   relation	   to	   their	  geographical	  location.	  	  
• The	   effect	   upon	   ‘charity’	  when	   juxtaposed	  with	   the	   capitalistic	  ideology	  behind	  shopping.	  This	   theme	  encompasses	  challenges	  to	  altruism	  within	  the	  commercialised	  shopping	  space	  but	  also	  the	   representation	  of	   the	   charity	   shop	   in	   contrast	   to	   the	   ethos	  and	  values	  of	  the	  traditional	  Third	  Sector.	  Increasing	  public	  and	  private	   sector	   dependence	   is	   evident	   in	   the	   contemporary	  transformation	  charity	  shops	  have	  undergone.	  




















3.1	  Consumer	  Capitalism	  
	  	   In	   spite	   of	   its	   nuanced	   qualities	   a	   charity	   shop,	   as	   its	   name	  states,	   is	   still	   a	   shop.	   The	   act	   of	   shopping,	   processes	   of	   consumption	  and	   the	   satiation	   (or	   lack	   thereof)	   of	   desires	   through	   exchange	   of	  money	  for	  goods	  within	  a	  dedicated	  space	  has	  been	  a	  preoccupation	  of	  social	   science	   for	   a	   long	   time,	   as	   theorists	   attempt	   to	   marry	   up	   the	  importance	   of	   shopping	   and	   engagement	   with	   capitalism	   to	   identity	  construction	   and	   individualisation	   in	   the	   modern	   era.	   The	   peculiar	  abstract	  nature	  of	   ‘going	  shopping’	  since	  its	  separation	  from	  the	  more	  rational	  necessitation	  of	   need-­‐fulfilment	  has	  become	  of	  more	   interest	  to	  sociology	  in	  the	  wake	  of	  increasing	  affluence	  and	  disposable	  income.	  	  	   Therefore,	   the	   first	   part	   of	   this	   theoretical	   review	  will	   paint	   a	  picture	  of	   traditional	   and	   contemporary	  perspectives	  on	   ‘the	   shop’	   in	  relation	   to	   consumer	   capitalism.	   	   From	   its	   roots	   in	  Marxism,	   through	  early	   perceptions	   of	   traditional	   shopping	   spaces	   to	   post-­‐modern	  contemporaries,	  this	  section	  finishes	  with	  a	  summary	  of	  ‘prosumption’:	  a	   contemporary	   amalgamation	   of	   production	   and	   consumption,	   in	  which	  the	  consumer	  becomes	  actively	  involved	  in	  their	  own	  shopping	  processes.	   In	   charting	   the	   progressive	   understanding	   of	   consumption	  habits	  in	  the	  context	  of	  Western	  capitalism,	  the	  niche	  within	  which	  the	  charity	   shop	   resides	   (that	   of	   second-­‐hand,	   or	   ‘alternative’	   shopping)	  can	   be	   re-­‐assessed	   and	   resituated	   in	   response	   to	   observed	  developments	  in	  this	  field.	  	  	  	  	  	  

























motive	   of	   profit.	   Instead	   of	   a	   comprehensive	   ‘Production	   –	   Sale	   –	  Consumption’	   model,	   second	   hand	   consumption	   requires	   an	   act	   of	  dispossession	   (Ekerdt,	   2009),	   necessary	   repair	   or	   restorative	  processes,	   and	   then	   'redefinition'	   (Gregson	   &	   Crewe	   2003)	   by	   the	  consumer	  who	  must	  create	  new	  meaning	  and	  value	   for	   the	   item.	  As	  a	  result,	  traditional	  first-­‐hand	  consumer	  theory	  is	  still	  relevant,	  but	  must	  be	   contextualised	   to	   incorporate	   the	   degree	   of	   involvement	   of	   the	  participants	  in	  the	  charity	  shop.	  	  	   Therefore,	  this	  study	  must	  begin	  with	  a	  grounding	  in	  traditional	  theories	  of	  consumer	  culture	  and	  shopping,	  built	  up	  with	  the	  nuances	  of	  the	  contemporary	  charity	  shop	  in	  mind.	  	  
	  
3.1.2	  Critical	  Consumer	  Theory	  





rather	   than	   a	   necessity	   (Featherstone,	   2007,	   p.13).	   By	   summarising	  each	  of	  these	  in	  terms	  of	  their	  relevance	  to	  alternative	  retail	  shopping	  behaviours,	   this	   section	  will	   show	   the	   extent	   and	   limitations	   of	   these	  three	  areas	  of	  theory	  in	  their	  application	  to	  the	  study	  of	  charity	  shops.	  Marxist	  perspectives	  on	  consumer	  capitalism	  charted	  the	  move	  from	  traditional	  economies	  of	  exchange	  (focused	  upon	  the	   family	  and	  communal	   ties)	   towards	   a	   commodity-­‐orientated	   culture	   where	  material	   goods	   became	   integrally	   representative	   of	   us	   and	   of	   society	  itself.	   The	   traditional	   charity	   shop,	   with	   its	   kindly	   elderly	   volunteers	  and	  image	  as	  a	  place	  for	  “purchasing	  goods	  at	  bargain	  prices”	  (Horne	  &	  Maddrell,	   2002,	   p.	   101)	   may	   be	   a	   throwback	   to	   a	   traditional	   local	  economy,	   where	   prices	   and	   subsequent	   profits	   are	   orientated	   to	  benefit	   the	   society	   around	   them.	   However,	   the	   modern	   charity	   shop	  represents	   a	   departure	   from	   this	   locally	   dependent	   and	   supportive	  network.	   As	   the	   following	   section	  will	   illutrate,	   a	  Marxian	   reading	   of	  charity	  shops	  can	  infer	  that	  ‘charity’	  is	  the	  illusion	  imbued	  in	  the	  goods	  sold	   in	  charity	  shops.	   In	   the	  act	  of	   ‘doing	  good’	   that	   is	  not	   tangible	  or	  physically	   experienced,	   charity	   is	   passively	   purchased.	   It	   is	   the	  metaphysical	   benevolence	   sold	   and	   consumed	   in	   charity	   shops	   that	  characterises	  them	  in	  comparison	  to	  standard	  capitalist	  imperatives	  or	  ‘manipulative	  commerce’	  (Ritzer	  &	  Jurgenson,	  2010,	  p.	  25).	  	  
3.1.3	  Marxism	  and	  the	  Charity	  Shop	  




















opportunity	  to	  displace	  any	  discourses	  of	  protest	  or	  anti-­‐consumerism,	  as	  we	  will	   see	   later	   in	   this	   chapter.	  The	  charity	  brand	   is	  omnipresent	  through	  the	  shopping	  experience,	  and	  discourses	  of	  charitable	  goodwill	  are	  advertised,	  bought	  and	  sold	  alongside	  the	  physical	  goods	   in	  store,	  by	  those	  who	  are	  selling	  them,	  by	  those	  who	  are	  sorting,	  cleaning	  and	  displaying	   them,	   by	   those	  who	   are	   donating	   them,	   and	   by	   those	  who	  are	   buying	   them.	   Debord’s	   statement	   that	   “The	   spectacle	   is	   not	   a	  collection	  of	   images;	   rather,	   it	   is	  a	   social	   relationship	  between	  people	  that	   is	  mediated	  by	  images.”	   (1977,	   p.	   12)	   underlines	   the	   crucial	   fact	  that	  the	  imagery	  of	  charity	  we	  consume	  is	  distant	  from	  the	  true	  reality	  of	   it.	  Contemporary	  social	   theorist	  Slavov	  Žižek	  (1992)	  used	  Lacanian	  theory	   to	   define	   this	   as	   our	   sublimation	   into	   ‘the	   imaginary’	   and	   ‘the	  symbolic’,	   which	   denies	   access	   to	   the	   true	   (often	   traumatic)	   order	  behind	   these	   signifiers	   and	   what	   they	   inherently	   signify.	   Žižek’s	  understanding	  of	  the	  concept	  of	  charity	  supports	  this:	  he	  posits	  charity	  as	   a	   necessary	   constituent	   of	   modern	   capitalism,	   thus	   the	   visual,	  symbolic	   representation	   of	   charity	  must	   be	   overemphasised	   in	   order	  for	   its	  existence	  to	  continue	  (Žižek,	  2009a).	  What	  Baudrillard,	  Debord	  and	   Žižek	   have	   in	   common	   are	   their	   concern	   with	   the	   distortions,	  mimicry	   and	   deception	   that	   the	   over	   abundance	   of	   these	   simulacra	  bring	  about.	  	  Zygmunt	  Bauman	  (1987)	  gave	  much	  credence	  to	  a	  Neo-­‐Marxian	  view	   of	   consumers	   as	   part	   of	   an	   uncontrollable	   and	   manipulative	  economic	   system	   by	   highlighting	   its	   inequalities	   in	   his	   binary	  interpretation	  of	   the	  modern	   consumer.	   Some	  are	   liberated,	  welcome	  to	  choose	  and	  spend	  money	  freely	  in	  the	  accumulation	  of	  things	  –	  they	  are	  the	  Seduced	  and	  the	  Free.	  Others	  are	  restricted	  by	  lack	  of	  economic	  capital	   and	   therefore	   suffer	   exclusion	   from	   the	   process	   and	   in	   some	  cases,	   surveillance	   by	   the	   system	   –	   they	   are	   the	   Repressed	   and	   the	  





accounting	   for	   these	   idiosyncratic	   factors	   he	   devalues	   society	   (Davis,	  2008,	   p.108)	   and	   human	   agency	   in	   general.	   This	   is	   a	   critique	   that	   is	  frequently	   levelled	   against	   Marxist	   consumer	   theorists,	   particularly	  due	   to	   their	   tendency	   to	   privilege	   the	   importance	   of	   the	   origins	   of	  production.	  As	  has	  previously	  been	  noted,	  alternative	  shopping	  spaces	  necessitate	  a	  consumption	  rather	  than	  production	  emphasis.	  	  The	   charity	   shop	   could	   be	   seen	   as	   anomalous	   to	   Marxist	  consumer	   theory;	   their	   customers	   are	   not	   being	   seduced	   by	   the	  capitalist	  market	  and	   the	   fast	  obsolescence	  of	  novel	  goods	   (Campbell,	  1987).	   It	   also	   takes	   the	   form	  of	   a	  peripheral	   shopping	   space	   that	  has	  been	  seen	  as	  part	  of	  an	  alternative	  resistance	  economy	  (Healy,	  2008).	  It	  falls	  somewhere	  in	  the	  middle	  at	  present,	  fulfilling	  a	  functional	  role	  of	  providing	   discounted	   consumables	   to	   the	   economically-­‐deprived,	  whilst	   also,	   in	   some	   ways,	   exploiting	   the	   remnants	   and	   left-­‐overs	   of	  capitalism.	  	  
	  
3.1.4	  Social	  Distinction:	  Identity	  vs.	  Necessity	  	  















within	   that	   ‘world’,	   a	   little	   of	   that	   authenticity	   will	   rub	   off	   on	   the	  wearer.	  What	  is	  clear	  is	  the	  emphasis	  upon	  the	  visual	  and	  embodiment	  –	  appearances	  of	  luxury,	  the	  implication	  of	  expense	  and	  the	  suggestion	  of	  status	   through	   deportment;	   not	   to	  mention	   the	   impact	   this	   has	   upon	  individual	   identity.	   Veblen’s	   argument	   that	   conspicuous	   consumption	  is	  not	  always	  intended	  to	  be	  visual	  and	  for	  the	  benefit	  of	  others	  (1899,	  p.	   103)	   hence	   the	   buying	   of	   expensive	   undergarments	   or	   toilet	   roll,	  may	   explain	   the	   reticence	   and	   shame	   involved	   in	   purchasing	   from	  second	  hand	  shops,	  even	  when	  there	   is	  certainty	  that	   the	   item	  is	  new	  and	  unsoiled.	  	  















charity	   has	   a	   ‘shop	   window’	   to	   exhibit	   to	   the	   general	   marketplace	  (Paddison	   2000,	   p.	   162).	   This	   shows	   that	   again	   charity	   shops	   are	  implicated	   in	   the	   post-­‐modern	   tendency	   towards	   branding	   and	  imagery	  discussed	  earlier.	  	   	  Therefore,	   even	  when	   considering	   the	  numerous	   objectives	   at	  play	  within	   the	   charity	   shop	   sphere,	   we	  must	   exercise	   caution	  when	  ascribing	  even	  established	  and	  traditional	  theories	  such	  as	  those	  above	  with	  this	  particularly	  nuanced	  locale.	  	  
3.1.5 Hedonism:	  Shopping	  for	  Pleasure	  




















distinction	   to	   be	   made	   between	   the	   experience	   of	   browsing	   and	   the	  experience	   of	   buying	   (Bloch,	   Ridgway,	   &	   Sherrell,	   1989)	   in	   these	  spaces,	  as	  the	  two	  are	  not	  necessarily	  concomitant.	  The	  ‘experience’	  of	  these	  shops	  is	  not	  always	  related	  to	  directly	  related	  to	  shopping	  as	  we	  know	  it,	  as	  described	   in	   the	  work	  of	  Carù	  &	  Cova	  (2007)	  who	   look	  at	  experiential	   consumption	   as	   something	   that	   is	   co-­‐developed	  between	  consumers	  and	  companies	  to	  be	  fully	  immersive	  and	  not	  limited	  by	  the	  short-­‐term	  act	  of	  purchasing.	  The	  willing	  co-­‐operation	  of	  consumers	  in	  this	  process	  is	  becoming	  more	  and	  more	  integral	  to	  the	  way	  goods	  are	  sold	   to	   the	   public.	   The	   (often	   contentious)	   umbrella	   term	   for	   this	  progressive	   approach	   to	   consumer	   theory	   is	   ‘prosumption’	   (Toffler,	  1981)	  –	  the	  combined	  act	  of	  consuming	  and	  producing	  which	  enables	  individualisation	   of	   bespoke	   consumer	   services	   and	   goods.	   The	  following	   section	   will	   describe	   how	   prosumption	   could	   be	   a	   feasible	  future	   of	   consumer	   behaviour,	   and	   how	   in	   particular	   it	   compliments	  literature	  on	  charity	  shopping	  experiences.	  
	  
3.1.6	  Prosumption:	  The	  Future	  of	  Consumer	  Capitalism	  

























charity	  can	  be	  examined	  sociologically	   in	  relation	  to	  volunteering	  and	  to	  donor	  behaviour	  is	  explored	  further.	  
	  
3.1.7	  Summary	  










3.2	  Professionalisation	  	  	  	   As	   is	   clear	   from	   the	   literature	   described	   in	   Chapter	   2,	   the	  classification	   of	   worker	   roles	   coupled	   with	   a	   preoccupation	   with	  systematic	  and	  rational	  operations	  in	  business	  is	  a	  definitive	  element	  of	  the	  change	  that	  theorists	   like	  Goodall	  (2000a,	  2000b),	  Parsons	  (2002;	  2004)	   and	   Parsons	   &	   Broadbridge	   (2007)	   have	   observed	   in	   charity	  shops	  over	  the	  last	  twenty	  years	  alongside	  their	  sectoral	  growth.	  They	  have	  all	  described	   this	  change	   in	  operations	  as	  an	  ongoing	  process	  of	  ‘professionalisation’.	   But	  whilst	   the	  use	   of	   the	   term	   ‘professional’	   has	  been	   present	   in	   sociological	   research	   for	   many	   years,	   it	   is	   usually	  employed	   to	   describe	   the	  work	   of	   the	   classic	   professions	   –	   teachers,	  doctors,	   lawyers	  and	  so	  on.	   	  Other	  descriptors	  have	  been	  employed	  in	  relation	   to	   the	   growth	   of	   the	   charity	   sector	   in	   general,	   including	  commercialisation,	  managerialism	   and	  marketisation.	   As	   this	   chapter	  will	   show,	  professionalisation	   is	  not	   simply	  a	  descriptor	  of	  how	  work	  has	  changed,	  how	  charity	  operations	  have	  changed	  or	  how	  the	  ethos	  of	  charity	  has	  changed.	  It	  is	  a	  term	  that	  embodies	  the	  variety	  of	  small-­‐	  and	  large-­‐scale	  organisational	  changes	  that	  have	  taken	  place,	  from	  the	  shop	  floor	  all	  the	  way	  up	  to	  the	  governing	  bodies	  of	  charitable	  organisations.	  	  	  










claims	   of	   Parsons	   that	   professionalisation	   is	   “stifling	   the	   very	  cultures	  which	  encourage	  sales.”	  (Parsons	  &	  Broadbridge,	  2007,	  p.	   558)	   and	   that	   there	   has	   been	   a	   definitive	   move	   within	   the	  sector	   from	   a	   social	   to	   a	   commercial	   orientation	   (Parsons	   E.	   ,	  2002,	  p.	  6).	  	  	  	   To	   get	   a	   clearer	   understanding	   of	   what	   is	   meant	   by	  ‘professionalisation’	   and	   ‘professionalism’	   within	   this	   research,	   this	  chapter	  will	   now	  aim	   to	  unpack	   the	   convoluted	  meanings	  behind	   the	  term	   and	   understand	   the	   issues	   presented	   by	   using	   the	   term	  ‘professionalism’	  alongside	  traditional	  conceptions	  of	  charity.	  	  
3.2.2	  Definition	  





	   The	  background	  for	  theories	  of	  ‘the	  professions’	  has	  its	  roots	  in	  the	  concept	  of	  work,	  which	  has	  been	  a	   focal	  point	  of	  social	   theory	   for	  hundreds	   of	   years.	   Early	   demographer	   Alexander	   M.	   Carr-­‐Saunders	  classified	   the	   five	  main	  professions	   as	   the	   clergy,	   the	   armed	   services,	  medicine,	   law	   and	   education	   (Carr-­‐Saunders	   &	   Wilson,	   1933).	   He	  defined	   a	   professional	   as	   someone	   who	   “brings	   asymmetrical	  knowledge	   to	   the	   service	   of	   his	   client,	   and	   thereby	   exercises	   power	  over	  his	  client.	  Therein	  lie	  the	  duties	  and	  obligations	  of	  a	  professional	  to	  his	  client”	  (Carr-­‐Saunders	  &	  Wilson,	  1933,	  p.	  499).	  This	  contestation	  that	   professionalism	   has	   its	   roots	   in	   knowledge,	   power,	   duty	   and	  responsibility	   formed	   the	   basis	   of	   early	   sociological	   reasoning	   on	   the	  topic	   of	   work.	   It	   also	   highlighted	   the	   role	   that	   professionals	   play	   on	  behalf	   of	   the	   state,	   as	   education,	   law,	  medicine	   and	   the	   armed	   forces	  are	  predominantly	  public	  sector	  services.	  The	   sociology	   of	   professions	   and	   professionalism	   began	   with	  the	   view	   that	   professional	   ethics	  were	   a	   primary	   stabilising	   factor	   in	  society.	  Traditional	  functionalism	  favoured	  the	  ‘collectivity-­‐orientation’	  (Parsons	  T.	  ,	  1954),	  and	  altruism	  (Marshall,	  1963)	  that	  was	  regarded	  as	  an	   integral	   trait	   of	   professionals.	   	   The	   moral	   responsibility	   of	  professional	   groups	   (alongside	   civic,	   familial,	   individual	   and	  interpersonal	   responsibilities)	  were	  crucial	   to	   the	  maintenance	  of	   the	  



































Mauss’	  (1970)	  theory	  of	  the	  gift2	  that	  must	  be	  reciprocated	  seems	  to	  be	  holding	  true,	  as	  in	  actual	  fact,	  charity	  shop	  participants	  do	  expect	  to	  be	  compensated	   in	   some	   way	   for	   their	   effort	   and	   exertion.	   They	   are	  seemingly	  content	  with	  their	  free	  contribution	  to	  charity,	  as	  long	  as	  the	  terms	  under	  which	  they	  signed	  up	  remain	  constant.	  In	  part,	  negativity	  may	   come	   from	   feeling	   undervalued	   in	   their	   work.	   According	   to	  McClelland’s	  (1961)	  needs	  fulfilment	  specification,	  this	  is	  a	  challenge	  to	  the	  need	  for	  power,	  nurturance	  and	  even	  love	  from	  the	  parent	  charity.	  Partly,	   this	   is	   related	   to	   feeling	   comfortable	   within	   the	   charity	   shop	  environment	  and	  seeing	  it	  as	  a	  non-­‐threatening	  space.	  As	  a	  result,	  even	  changes	   in	   staffing	   arrangements	   are	   treated	   with	   wariness.	   One	  charity	   shop	  manager	   interviewed	  by	  Horne	  &	  Maddrell	   is	   quoted	   as	  stating:	   “Outsiders	   are	   not	   always	   accepted	   easily”	   (2002,	   p.	   95).	   It	  seems	  that	  volunteers,	  in	  exchange	  for	  their	  freely	  given	  labour,	  expect	  a	  certain	  standard	  from	  the	  parent	  charity	  in	  return.	  	   This	   perpetrates	   the	   presumptuous	   image	   of	   the	   charity	  volunteer	   as	   an	   elderly	   person	  who	  will	   not	  welcome	   change,	   and	   in	  fact	   Horne	   and	   Broadbridge	   (1994b)	   did	   find	   in	   their	   study	   that	   the	  average	   volunteer	  was	   “female,	  white,	   over	   the	   age	  of	   55,	  married	  or	  widowed,	   retired	   and	   without	   formal	   educational	   qualifications.”	   (in	  Maddrell,	   2000,	   p.	   128).	   This	   does	   not	   account	   for	   the	   popularity	   of	  charity	   shop	   volunteering	   for	   young	   people	   or	   non-­‐native	   English	  speakers,	  who	  may	  find	  the	  environment	  a	  comfortable	  space	  to	  learn	  employability	  skills	  or	  just	  to	  make	  friends.	  The	  volunteer	  as	  an	  active	  participant	   in	   the	   charity	   shop	   may	   have	   multiple	   motivations	   and	  imperatives,	   and	   this	   can	  also	  differ	  according	   to	   the	   type	  and	  size	  of	  the	  charity	  involved,	  the	  location	  of	  the	  shop	  (city	  centre	  locations	  may	  be	   more	   appealing/accessible	   to	   younger	   generations),	   the	   type	   of	  stock	   sold	   (trendier	   Oxfam	   Originals	   shops	   therefore	   will	   attract	   a	  





particular	   type	   of	   individual)	   and	   the	   other	   volunteers	   already	  recruited	  (it	  is	  likely	  to	  appeal	  less	  to	  younger	  people	  if	  the	  entirety	  of	  staff	   are	   over	   60).	   Therefore	   compartmentalising	   them	   through	   their	  demographic	   profiles	   is	   limiting	   to	   an	   understanding	   of	   why	   people	  volunteer.	  With	  charity	  shops	  employing	  more	  paid	  and	  highly	  trained	  workers	   to	   keep	   up	   with	   a	   progressively	   competitive	   market,	   new	  strategies	   such	   as	   adopting	   transitional	   volunteer	   workers	   or	   those	  who	   come	   in	   on	   an	   ad	  hoc	  basis	   to	   fit	   in	  with	   the	  unpredictability	   of	  contemporary	   working	   hours	   (Horne	   &	   Maddrell,	   2002,	   pp.	   97-­‐98)	  have	  been	  brought	  in	  by	  charities	  keen	  to	  keep	  up	  dwindling	  volunteer	  numbers,	  again	  diversifying	  the	  type	  of	  people	  involved	  in	  charity	  shop	  work.	  	  	   On	  the	  whole,	  when	  there	  is	  proof	  of	  a	  substantial	  and	  adequate	  rise	   in	   profits,	   volunteers	   have	   been	   able	   to	  more	   readily	   accept	   the	  less	   favourable	   changes	   that	   come	   along	   with	   professionalisation	  (Maddrell,	   2000,	   p.132).	   More	   broadly,	   however,	   the	   influence	   of	  professionalisation	  upon	  third	  sector	  boundaries	  is	  becoming	  a	  point	  of	  contention.	   The	   changing	   work	   processes	   have	   signalled	   concerns	  about	  the	  autonomy	  of	  charity	  shops	  and	  charities	  in	  general	  as	  distinct	  from	  the	  private	  and	  public	  sectors.	  	  
3.2.4	  Professionalisation	  and	  Intersectoral	  Partnerships	  










Due	  to	  all	   the	  complaints,	   in	  1996	  the	  Charities	  Advisory	  Trust	  launched	  a	  study	  into	  how	  much	  ‘bought-­‐in’	  goods	  profited	  the	  charity	  shops	   (Broadbridge	  &	  Parsons,	  2003,	  p.	  418).	  They	   found	   that	  only	   a	  mere	   7.8%	   of	   shop	   turnover	   came	   from	   such	   goods,	   which	   included	  Christmas	  cards	  and	  small	  decorative	  gifts.	  Horne	  and	  Maddrell	  (2002)	  note	  that	  store	  turnover	  has	  be	  made	  up	  of	  at	  least	  65%	  donated	  goods	  in	  order	  for	  the	  shop	  to	  receive	  preferential	  rates,	  however	  this	  doesn’t	  account	  for	  new	  items	  that	  are	  donated	  by	  large	  chain	  stores	  in	  order	  for	  them	  to	  be	  able	  to	  claim	  back	  VAT	  on	  unsold	  goods,	  and	  Horne	  and	  Broadbridge	  (1995)	  noted	  that	  even	  charities	  whose	  stores	  sell	  entirely	  new	  goods	  (such	  as	  the	  National	  Trust)	  receive	  some	  tax	  relief.	  	  Paddison	   (2000)	   has	   claimed	   that	   since	   1996	   the	   tension	  between	   local	   traders	   and	   charity	   shops	   has	   subsided,	   and	   this	   is	  supported	   by	   Horne	   and	   Maddrell’s	   (2002,	   p.	   61)	   claim	   that	   charity	  shops	   regularly	  work	   in	   ‘co-­‐operation’	  with	   local	   businesses.	   	   Part	   of	  the	   issue,	   Paddison	   notes,	   is	   that	   charity	   shops	   not	   only	   operate	   and	  compete	   intrasectorally,	   with	   other	   charity	   shops;	   but	   also	  





as	   ‘parasites’	   that	   “feed	   off,	   and	   eventually	   kill,	   much-­‐needed	   local	  commerce.”	   (Dejevsky,	   2009).	   The	   perceived	   professionalisation	   of	  charity	  shops	  has	  served	  to	  intensify	  such	  grievances,	  as	  charity	  shops	  become	   less	   distinguishable	   from	   the	   private	   sector	   in	   terms	   of	   the	  formality	  of	   their	  operations.	  Thus	   the	  ethical	   impetus	  behind	  charity	  retail	   can	   be	   subverted	   when	   their	   role	   is	   considered	   alongside	   the	  reservations	  surrounding	  their	  public	  and	  private	  sector	  involvement.	  There	   is	   little	   agreement	   upon	   whether	   contemporary	   charity	  shops	   are	   undercutting	   small	   businesses	   or	   merely	   benefiting	   from	  increased	   thrifting	   measures	   of	   cautious	   shoppers,	   at	   a	   time	   when	  many	  businesses	  are	  struggling	  in	  general.	  It	  seems	  there	  are	  certainly	  still	   misgivings	   within	   the	   second-­‐hand	   sphere	   and	   small	   businesses	  towards	  the	  tax	  exemptions	  charity	  shops	  receive.	  	  	  
3.2.5	  Summary	  






























3.3	  ‘Charity’	  in	  the	  Charity	  Shop	  	  	   Whilst	   a	   comprehension	   of	   the	   sociological	   backdrop	   to	  consumer	   capitalism	   and	   professionalisation	   of	   work	   are	   integral	   to	  understanding	   how	   a	   contemporary	   charity	   shop	   operates,	   there	   is	  another	  string	  to	  the	  charity	  shop’s	  bow	  –	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  profits	  the	  shop	  makes	  are	  destined	  to	  go	  towards	  helping	  a	  charitable	  cause.	  	  The	  acquisition	  of	   ‘unallocated	  funds’	   for	  their	  cause	  makes	  their	  earnings	  preferable	   to	   individual	   donations	   which	   may	   be	   constrained	   by	   the	  will	  of	  a	  corporate	  or	  individual	  donor	  (Horne	  &	  Maddrell,	  2002,	  p.	  25),	  and	   with	   charity	   shop	   profits	   increasing	   a	   record	   14.3%	   from	   2011	  (Last,	   2012),	   their	   role	   as	   a	   fundraising	   entity	   necessitates	   a	   deeper	  sociological	  grasp	  of	  the	  prominence	  of	  ‘charity’,	  generosity	  and	  ‘giving’	  in	  general.	  Thus,	   this	  chapter	  aims	   to	  elucidate	  what	   the	   term	  charity	  stands	  for	  in	  both	  the	  common	  sense	  and	  sociological	  definition.	  It	  will	  depict	   the	   importance	   of	   notions	   of	   ‘the	  Gift’	  within	   charitable	   giving	  and	   discuss	   the	   main	   theoretical	   standpoints	   on	   gift	   exchange,	   in	  particular	   the	   work	   of	   Marcel	   Mauss	   (1970)	   and	   Maurice	   Godelier	  (1999).	   Then	   this	   chapter	   will	   investigate	   perceptions	   of	   two	  prominent	   forms	  of	  giving	  within	   the	  context	  of	   the	  charity	   shop:	   the	  act	  of	  volunteering,	  and	  the	  act	  of	  donation.	  	  	  










proclivities	  of	  charity	  shop	  participants	  are	  integral	  to	  the	  running,	  and	  professional	  development,	  of	  the	  shops	  themselves.	  	   Initially,	   we	   must	   scrutinise	   the	   background	   literature	   of	  charitable	   giving	   –	   that	   is,	   the	   sociological	   interpretations	   of	   what	  constitutes	  a	  ‘gift’.	  
	  
3.3.2	  The	  Charitable	  Gift	  





	   This	   conception	   of	   giving	   provokes	   a	   rather	   cynical	   view	   of	  giving	   in	   general;	  particularly	  when	   charitable	   actions	  are	  deemed	  as	  being	   part	   of	   an	   exchange	   that	   will	   also	   benefit	   the	   giver.	   Godelier	  (1999,	  p.	   12)	  describes	   a	   ‘twofold	   relationship’	   of	  both	   solidarity	   and	  superiority	   embodied	   within	   gift	   giving.	   	   Solidarity,	   Godelier	   claims,	  forms	   as	   the	   social	   distance	   between	   individuals	   is	   lessened	   by	   the	  giving	   of	   gifts;	   on	   the	   other	   hand,	   superiority	   persists	   due	   to	   the	  indebtedness	  of	  one	  party	  to	  another.	  This	  actually	  increases	  the	  social	  distance	  between	  the	  giver	  and	  the	  recipient	  –	  resulting	  in	  a	  situation	  of	  ‘duality	  and	  ambivalence’	  (ibid.)	  when	  gifts	  are	  exchanged.	  	  	   Jacques	   Derrida	   (1994)	   countered	   this	   argument	   with	   his	  description	  of	  the	  free	  gift;	  an	  act	  of	  giving	  not	  treated	  as	  a	  gift	  by	  the	  recipient	  or	  the	  giver,	  which	  does	  not	  presuppose	  any	  reciprocation.	  In	  fact,	   this	   ‘pure	   gift’	   is	   more	   akin	   to	   a	   charitable	   gift	   in	   the	   form	   of	  volunteering	  or	  donating,	   since	  no	  overt	  acknowledgement	  of	   ‘gifting’	  is	  made	  between	  the	  giver	  and	  the	  recipient.	  Opposed	  to	  Mauss’	  view	  that	  gifts	  were	  unavoidable	  and	  obligatory,	  Derrida	  regarded	  the	  type	  of	   gift	   he	   describes	   as	   a	   fundamental	   ontological	   impossibility,	  precisely	  because	  the	  intention	  behind	  giving	  a	  gift	  or	  the	  awareness	  of	  receiving	  one	  renders	  the	  exchange	  as	  no	  longer	  a	  gift:	  
“For	  there	  to	  be	  a	  gift,	  not	  only	  must	  the	  donor	  or	  donee	  not	  perceive	  the	  
gift	  as	  such,	  have	  no	  consciousness	  of	  it,	  no	  memory,	  no	  recognition;	  he	  or	  
she	   must	   also	   forget	   it	   right	   away	   [a	   l'instant]	   and	   moreover	   this	  
forgetting	   must	   be	   so	   radical	   that	   it	   exceeds	   even	   the	   psychoanalytic	  





being	   dominated	   by	   the	   wealth	   of	   rational	   capitalist	   structuralism	  inspired	   by	  Mauss’	   work.	   Bataille	   (1988)	   highlighted	   how	   gift	   giving	  affirms	  power	  and	  status	  as	  a	  rationally	  acting	  individual	  as	  opposed	  to	  an	   object	   within	   a	   capitalist	   system.	   This	   position	   is	   confirmed	   by	  Godelier’s	   (1999,	   p.	   12)	   contention	   that	   gifting	   is	   essentially	  hierarchical	  –	  it	  either	  sets	  in	  place	  an	  inequality	  between	  the	  giver	  and	  the	   recipient,	   or	   it	   expresses	   and	   subsequently	   legitimises	   it.	   The	  legitimatisation	  of	  inequality	  through	  the	  charitable	  gift	  is	  the	  basis	  for	  much	   contemporary	   ambivalence	   towards	   the	   concept	   of	   charity	  (Žižek,	   2009a;	   2009b),	   whereby	   charitable	   ‘giving’	   removes	   the	   guilt	  inherent	  in	  participating	  in	  an	  exploitative	  capitalist	  system.	  	  	   In	   fact	   many	   economists	   including	   Claude	   Levi-­‐Strauss,	   Peter	  Blau,	  Alvin	  Gouldner,	  Pierre	  Bourdieu	  and	  Robert	  Emerson	  have	  built	  their	   theories	   around	   the	   assumption	   that	   self-­‐interest	   governs	   all	  forms	   of	   gift	   giving	   (Light,	   2007,	   p.	   14).	   The	   difficulty	   comes	   when	  trying	   to	   extract	   the	   benevolent	   actions	   of	   an	   individual	   from	   their	  personal	   motivations.	   Derrida’s	   ‘gift’	   could	   perhaps	   affirm	   the	  naturalistic	  manner	  with	  which	   charitable	   behaviour	   is	   a	   ‘gift’	   that	   is	  given	  to	  a	  cause	  –	  where	  no	  personal	  gain	  is	  made	  for	  the	  giver,	  and	  the	  recipient	   cannot	   ever	   acknowledge,	   thank	   or	   reciprocate	   those	   who	  have	   provided	   the	   gift.	   However,	   he	   deemed	   such	   a	   thing	   to	   be	  impossible.	   Therefore,	   the	   two	  most	   concrete	   forms	   of	   giving	   within	  the	   charity	   shop:	   that	   of	   one’s	   time,	   and	   of	   one’s	   possessions,	   are	  deconstructed	   below	   in	   relation	   to	   the	   personal	   gain	   (or	   relief	   from	  capitalist	  guilt)	  they	  provide,	  along	  with	  some	  contextual	  discussion	  as	  to	  the	  extent	  of	  charitable	  giving	  on	  behalf	  each.	  These	  are:	  
• The	   Charitable	   Worker	   –	   and	   the	   gift	   of	   their	   time,	   work,	  dedication	  and	  care.	  






























An	  elaboration	  of	  this	  is	  provided	  by	  Davis	  Smith	  (2000)	  who	  suggests	  some	  personal	  (or	  egoistic),	  motivations,	  rather	  than	  socially	  governed	  (or	  altruistic)	  like	  those	  described	  by	  Radley	  &	  Kennedy.	  These	  include	  mutual	   aid,	   service	   to	   others,	   participation	   in	   governance,	   and	  advocacy.	  Therefore,	  volunteer	  behaviour	  and	  charitable	  action	  can	  be	  highly	  dependent	  upon	  the	  satisfaction	  of	  personal	  needs	  and	  desires,	  and	   the	   extent	   of	   these	   varies	   from	   person	   to	   person.	   McClelland’s	  (1961)	   typology	   of	   need	   fulfilment	   is	   developed	   and	   applied	   to	  volunteers	  by	  Horne	  and	  Maddrell	  (2002,	  pp.	  78-­‐9).	  Their	  application	  is	  detailed	  below:	  The	  basic	  needs	  of	  an	  individual	  include:	  	  
• Need	  for	  affiliation	  (the	  ties	  to	  the	  charity	  described	  by	  Radley	  and	  Kennedy	  above)	  
• Need	   for	   achievement	   (the	   personal	   satisfaction	   of	  volunteering)	  
• Need	   for	   power	   (the	   conflicts	   over	   paid	  managers	   and	   central	  control)	  
• Need	   for	   play	   (the	   charity	   shop	   provides	   an	   opportunity	   for	  chatter,	  dress	  up,	  etc.)	  
• Need	   for	   nurturance	   (the	   development	   and	   support	   of	   the	  charity	  body	  itself,	  and	  other	  volunteers)	  
• Need	   for	   construction	   (explanation	   and	   interpretation	   of	   the	  world)	  
• Need	  for	  difference	  (a	  break	  from	  the	  norm,	  or	  some	  variety	  in	  life)	  
• Need	  for	  safety	  (to	  feel	  secure	  in	  a	  place	  of	  work)	  
• Need	  for	  love	  (to	  be	  cared	  about	  by	  co-­‐workers,	  customers	  and	  managers)	  





• Need	   for	   self	   actualisation	   (fulfilment	   of	   your	   potential,	   for	  example	  gaining	  work	  experience	  or	  developing	  social	  skills)	  






























3.3.3	  The	  Charitable	  Donor	  	  















shop's	   status	   as	   a	   locale	   of	   disposal.	   Simply	   donating	   something	   to	   a	  charity	   shop	   to	   save	   wasting	   it	   does	   not	   infer	   an	   act	   of	   altruism,	  although	  it	  does	  imply	  a	  sense	  of	  ethical	  obligation	  not	  to	  waste.	  Buying	  from	   charity	   shops	   (and	   other	   second	   hand	   spheres)	   is	   likewise	  considered	   an	   'ethical	   form	   of	   consumption'	   (Clarke,	   2000)	   where	  customers	   can	   feel	   good	  about	  because	   the	  money	   is	   going	   to	   a	   good	  cause,	  and	  not	  contributing	  to	  the	  overwhelming	  number	  of	  new	  goods	  destined	  for	   landfill.	  Posnett	  and	  Sandier	  (1986)	  describe	  how	  buying	  from	   a	   charity	   shop	   is	   a	   'joint	   donation';	   instead	   of	   contributing	   to	   a	  first	   hand	   retailer	   and	   inevitably	   filling	   the	   coffers	   of	   anonymous	  shareholders,	   one	   receives	   a	   product	   and	   makes	   a	   donation	   to	   the	  charitable	  cause	  in	  the	  process.	  	   It	  is	  wise	  to	  be	  wary	  of	  approaching	  charity	  shop	  donation	  as	  if	  it	  were	  altruistic,	  quite	  simply	  because	  people	  rarely	  acknowledge	  why	  it	   is	   they	   donate	   in	   the	   first	   place.	   If	   charity	   shop	   donations	   are	  considered	  to	  be	  a	  ritual	  of	  divestment	  and	  an	  act	  of	  ridding	  oneself	  of	  the	  unwanted	  (Gregson	  &	  Beale,	  2004;	  Gregson	  et	  al.,	  2007;	  Gregson	  et	  al.,	   2009),	   there	   is	   little	   philanthropic	   imperative	   present.	   Certainly,	  charity	  shop	  donation	  in	  the	  form	  of	  bags	  of	  clothing	  could	  be	  seen	  as	  something	   normal,	   everyday,	   even	   subconscious;	   Rados	   [1981	   in	  Hibbert	   &	   Horne,	   1996]	   found	   that	   often	   donors	   are	   unable	   to	   state	  precisely	   why	   they	   made	   a	   donation	   to	   charity	   as	   the	   decision	   was	  done	  automatically	  without	  conscious	  thought.	  Young	  (1991)	  describes	  some	  charity	  shop	  donations	  as	  being	  the	  result	  of	  shedding	  unwanted	  aspects	   of	   the	   Self	   –	   a	   form	   of	   self-­‐renewal	   that	   transpires	   alongside	  role	  transitions	  (for	  example,	  quitting	  a	  job).	  The	  old	  adage	  of	  ‘out	  with	  





(2002,	   pp.	   65-­‐6)	   79%	   stated	   they	   did	   so	   because	   they	   wanted	   to	  support	   the	   charity.	   Forty-­‐eight	   percent	   saw	   it	   merely	   as	   an	  opportunity	  to	  dispose	  of	  unwanted	  goods,	  and	  37%	  based	  it	  on	  their	  desire	   to	   see	   goods	   being	   recycled	   and	   reused.	   There	   will	   be	   some	  natural	  overlap	  between	   these	   intentions	   (after	  all,	  one	  could	  wish	   to	  dispose	   of	   something	   and	   simply	   take	   it	   to	   the	   tip	   rather	   than	   the	  charity	   shop),	   but	   the	  majority	   response	   favouring	   the	   importance	   of	  helping	   the	   charitable	   cause	   could	  be	   explained	  by	   the	  dramaturgical	  theory	   of	   impression	   management	   (Goffman,	   1959).	   The	   desire	   to	  appear	  to	  others	  to	  be	  a	  conscientious	  individual	  who	  has	  disposed	  of	  an	   item	   in	   a	   careful	   and	   meaningful	   way	   is	   exacerbated	   by	   the	  increased	   importance	   of	   disposal	   decisions	   due	   to	   the	   negative	  environmental	   and	   social	   impacts	   of	   overconsumption	   (De	   Coverly,	  O'Malley,	  &	  Patterson,	  2003,	  p.	  4).	  Yet	  again,	  the	  reciprocal	  elements	  of	  a	   seemingly	   generous,	   non-­‐selfserving	   act	   are	   evidenced	   in	   the	  literature	  on	  charitable	  donors,	  and	  reinforce	  Mauss’	  (1970)	  assertion	  that	  a	  gift	  must	  be	  given	  with	  some	  expectation	  of	  return.	  	  	  
3.3.4	  Summary	  










CHAPTER	  4	  Research	  Methodology	  	  	   The	   purpose	   of	   this	   chapter	   is	   to	   clarify	   the	   rationale	   and	  limitations	   of	   the	   chosen	   research	   methodology,	   identify	   the	  philosophical	   grounding	   that	   underpins	   the	   methodological	   choices,	  and	   situate	   the	   study	   within	   established	   methodological	   approaches	  and	  the	  application	  of	  method.	  	   The	   chapter	   will	   begin	   with	   an	   overview	   of	   the	   philosophical	  assumptions	   that	   inform	   the	   chosen	   methodology;	   in	   this	   case,	   an	  interpretivist,	   phenomenological	   or	   constructivist	   paradigm.	   The	  overview	  will	  contrast	  this	  perspective	  with	  those	  of	  a	  positivist,	  post-­‐positivist	   and	   critical	   worldview	   to	   demonstrate	   why	   this	   paradigm	  was	   most	   ontologically	   and	   epistemologically	   appropriate	   to	   answer	  the	  research	  questions	  given	  in	  Chapter	  1:	  	  
1. What	   processes	   are	   taking	   place	   at	   a	   micro	   level	   on	   the	  
charity	  shop	  floor?	  	  
2. How	  do	  charity	  shop	  participants	  negotiate	  these	  processes	  
3. Is	   there	  a	   consistent	   ‘professionalisation’	   in	   charity	   shops,	  
or	  is	  the	  process	  more	  nuanced?	  	  4. What	   does	   this	   indicate	   about	   the	   professionalisation	   of	  





research	   strategy	   used	   and	   the	   reasons	   for	   its	   selection:	   case	   studies	  investigated	   through	   the	   ethnographic	   research	   techniques	   of	  participant	  observation	  and	  supporting	  interviews.	  The	  fourth	  section	  of	  this	  chapter	  is	  about	  the	  research	  design	  and	  process.	  This	  will	  detail	  how	   access	   was	   achieved	   and	   the	   process	   of	   data	   collection	   and	  analysis.	  Finally,	  the	  research	  ethics	  will	  be	  discussed;	  in	  particular,	  the	  ethical	   implications	   in	   terms	   of	   anonymity,	   informed	   consent,	  protected	   data	   storage,	   and	   the	   consequences	   for	   further	  dissemination.	  	  
4.1	  Philosophical	  grounding:	  Interpretivism	  	  





their	   study	   to	   avoid	   researcher	   bias	   or	  manipulation	   (LeCompte	   and	  Schensul	  1999	  p.	  43).	  The	  emphasis	  upon	  research	  distance,	  although	  plausible	   for	  the	  use	  of	  some	  qualitative	  methods,	  does	  not	  meld	  well	  with	  the	  micro	  study	  of	  a	  shop	  space,	  as	  developing	  an	  understanding	  necessitates	   some	   form	   of	   participation	   and	   involvement	   in	   the	  










1. True	   reality	   (as	   perceived	   by	   empiricists)	   does	   not	   exist	   "out	  there"	   in	   the	   world	   but	   "is	   actively	   created	   as	   we	   act	   in	   and	  toward	  the	  world.”	  
2. People	   remember	   and	   base	   their	   knowledge	   of	   the	   world	   on	  what	   has	   been	   useful	   to	   them	   and	   are	   likely	   to	   alter	   what	  no	  longer	  "works"	  





shops	  had	  already	  developed,	   is	  detailed	   in	   the	   following	  section,	  and	  explains	  a	  little	  more	  about	  why	  charity	  shops	  were	  viewed	  as	  an	  area	  ripe	  for	  study,	  and	  how	  the	  study	  of	  them	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  indicative	  of	  wider	  sociological	  changes	  to	  the	  concept	  of	  charity.	  	  	  
4.2	  Background	  from	  the	  Researcher	  
	  
The	   primary	   drive	   behind	   this	   thesis	   was	   to	   understand	   the	  
intricate	   processes	   at	   work	   within	   the	   modern	   charity	   shop.	   My	   own	  
interest	  in	  charity	  began	  as	  a	  result	  of	  a	  stint	  volunteering	  in	  a	  Salvation	  
Army	   charity	   shop	   in	   my	   hometown	   of	   Redditch,	   Worcestershire.	   The	  
experience	   I	   had	   there	  was	   a	   colourful	   one;	   the	   volunteers	   had	   diverse	  
motivations	  behind	  their	  intent	  to	  help	  out,	  and	  the	  dedication	  they	  had	  
to	  their	  roles	  and	  to	  the	  cause	  was	  overwhelming.	  Equally	  overwhelming	  
was	   the	   volume	   and	   diversity	   of	   donations,	   and	   the	   displaced	   and	  
peculiar	   set-­up	   of	   the	   shop,	   housed	   in	   a	   dilapidated	   old	   church	   on	   a	  
neglected	  former	  high	  street.	  	  
	   I	   remember	   being	   fascinated	   by	   the	   strangely	   regimented	  
methods	   they	   had	   for	   sorting	   and	   classifying	   the	   goods	   donated;	   how	  
strict	   they	   were	   about	   tipping	   items	   out	   of	   the	   bin	   bags	   rather	   than	  
reaching	   into	   them,	   for	   instance.	   One	   volunteer	   told	   me	   about	   finding	  
medical	  syringes	  in	  an	  innocuous-­looking	  bag	  of	  curtains.	  Also,	  how	  they	  
had	  formed	  close	  social	  ties	  around	  their	  short,	  4-­hour	  shifts	  in	  the	  drafty	  
old	   church.	   At	   times,	   the	   atmosphere	   in	   the	   shop	   was	   chaotic.	   There	  
would	  be	  instances	  when	  I	  would	  arrive	  for	  my	  Saturday	  afternoon	  shift	  
to	   find	   the	   back	   partition	   completely	   filled	   with	   black	   binbags;	  
alternately	  there	  were	  times	  when	  we	  sat	  down	  for	  our	  fourth	  cup	  of	  tea	  
and	   biscuit	   in	   the	   space	   of	   little	   more	   than	   2	   hours.	   The	   erratic	   pace,	  





solidarity	  and	  the	  peculiar	  detachment	  this	  particular	  charity	  shop	  space	  
had	   from	   the	  world	   of	  work	   and	   stress,	   all	   fostered	   an	   interest	   in	   that	  
which	  I	  have	  gone	  on	  to	  study:	  the	  contemporary	  charity	  shop.	  
	   Stemming	  from	  this	  initial	  interest	  was	  a	  personal	  preoccupation	  
with	   the	  participatory	   culture	  of	   charity	   shops,	  and	   the	  way	  customers,	  
volunteers,	  managers	  and	  donors	  are	  immersed	  in	  the	  day	  to	  day	  running	  
of	   the	   shop,	   with	   small,	   independent	   roles	   contributing	   en	   masse	   to	  
unfettered	   profitability	   for	   the	   charities	   they	   represent.	   In	   terms	   of	   the	  
methodology,	   inspiration	   came	   from	   the	   work	   of	   Gregson,	   Brooks	   and	  
Crewe	   (2000),	   whose	   participant	   observation	   in	   their	   local	   branch	   of	  
Oxfam	   yielded	   a	   fascinating	   insight	   into	   professionalisation	   and	  
volunteerism	  in	  the	  shop.	  The	  hands-­on	  ethnographic	  approach	  reminded	  
me	  of	  my	  own	  experience	  in	  the	  charity	  shop,	  and	  I	  was	  intrigued	  by	  how	  
different	  this	  ‘professionalised’	  charity	  shop	  described	  by	  Gregson,	  Brooks	  
and	  Crewe	  seemed	  to	  be.	  	  
	   Although	   they	   complemented	   this	   methodology	   with	   interviews	  
and	  other	   secondary	  data,	  Gregson,	  Brooks	  and	  Crewe	  highlighted	  how	  
the	   ‘messiness’	   of	   charity	   shop	   spaces	   necessitates	   this	   hands-­on	  
approach	   in	   order	   to	   intensely	   scrutinise	   the	   ‘micro-­geographies’	  
(Gregson	  et	  al.,	  2000,	  p.1670)	  and	  patterns	  of	  interaction	  that	  are	  taking	  
place.	  They	  also	  provided	  a	  word	  of	  warning,	  describing	   the	   “seemingly	  
ever-­outward-­spiralling	  momentum”	  of	  their	  project	  as	  overwhelming	  (p.	  	  
1662).	  This	  is	  a	  common	  feature	  of	  naturalistic	  micro-­qualitative	  studies,	  
where	   huge	   amounts	   of	   data	   can	   be	   amassed,	   and	   the	   research	   topic	  
intuitively	   developed	   throughout,	   in	   extreme	   cases	   resulting	   in	   an	  
entirely	   new	   area	   of	   study.	   Therefore,	   although	   the	   previous	   literature	  
indicated	   how	   professionalisation	   was	   important	   in	   the	   charity	   shop	  
context,	   I	  was	  wary	  of	  plunging	  in	  to	  study	   ‘professionalisation’	  without	  
critically	  assessing	  what	   this	  meant;	  particularly	  as	  my	  own	  experience	  
was	   of	   working	   in	   a	   charity	   shop	   that	   had	   undergone	   virtually	   no	  





initially	  undertaken	  without	  a	  conscious	  decision	  that	  professionalisation	  
would	  be	  studied,	  although	  the	  case	  studies	  were	  selected	  to	  ensure	  that	  
the	   typology	   described	   by	   Parsons	   (2004)	  was	   taken	   into	   account.	   The	  
research	   questions	   formed	   as	   the	   observation	   progressed.	   This	   bears	  
some	   similarities	   to	   the	   predominantly	   health	   science-­oriented	   field	   of	  
action	  research,	  whereby	  a	  “cyclical	  approach”	  to	  research	  management	  
is	  employed,	  and	  methodology	  and	  theoretical	  associations	  develop	  along	  
with	  data	  analysis	  (Gibson	  &	  Brown,	  2009,	  p.85).	  
	   My	   personal	   experience	   of	   charity	   shops	   was	   that	   they	   were	  
infinitely	   diverse,	   in	   terms	   of	   staff,	   shop	   layout,	   stock	   and	   many	   other	  
elements	  of	  their	  operations.	  As	  a	  result,	  a	  qualitative	  method	  was	  most	  
suited	   to	   studying	   the	   nuances	   of	   their	   operations.	   The	   obligations,	  
motivations,	   hierarchical	   structures	   and	   general	   behaviours	   of	   charity	  
shop	  workers	  that	  I	  had	  experienced	  were	  not	  systematic	  or	  ordered	  in	  a	  
reliable	  way.	   A	   quantitative	   analysis	   of	   this,	   although	   able	   to	   calculate	  
perhaps	  the	  economic	  ‘worth’	  of	  the	  volunteer	  or	  the	  tangible	  growth	  of	  
charity	   income	   over	   time,	   would	   neglect	   the	   individuality	   that	   can	   be	  
observed	  through	  the	  day	  to	  day	  interactions	  on	  the	  shop	  floor.	  Through	  
personal	   experience	   and	   interactions	   with	   volunteers	   and	   charity	   shop	  
workers,	   I	   felt	   that	   these	   operations	   are	   best	   understood	   through	  
participation	   in	   shop-­floor	  operations,	  and	   immersion	   in	   the	  day-­to-­day	  
activities	   that	  professionalisation	  and	  bureaucratic	   implementation	  are	  
hailed	  to	  have	  generated.	  	  	  
4.3	  Research	  Strategy:	  Ethnography	  





2010,	  p.	  11).	  Understanding	  the	  way	  people	  interpret	  things	  is	  difficult	  in	   a	   quantitative	   study	   where	   research	   boundaries	   are	   restricted	   by	  categorisation	   by	   the	   researcher	   from	   the	   outset.	   Payne	   &	   Payne	  (2005)	  suggest	  several	  necessary	  elements	  of	  qualitative	  study,	  which	  includes	   use	   of	   inductive	   reasoning	   (not	   working	   to	   test	   a	   research	  question,	  but	  to	  allow	  your	  interests	  to	  develop	  through	  the	  data),	  non-­‐representative	   samples	   (often	   small	   and	   very	   in-­‐depth),	   and	  naturalistic	   research	   fields	   (in	   non-­‐experimental	   settings).	  Observational	  records	  and	  interviews	  like	  those	  used	  within	  this	  study	  are	   not	   purely	   naturalistic;	   they	   are	   written	   down,	   recorded	   and	  transcribed	   by	   the	   researcher,	   therefore	   there	   is	   an	   element	   of	  solicitation	   and	   involvement	   by	   the	   researcher	   themselves,	   as	   is	  appropriate	   in	   interpretivistic	   methodological	   approaches.	   To	   be	   a	  detached	  observer	   in	   this	   setting	  would	  not	  have	  permitted	  access	   to	  many	  of	  the	   ‘quiet’	  pricing	  negotiations,	  authority	  struggles	  and	  inter-­‐sectoral	  ties	  that	  emerged	  within	  the	  data.	  Also	  there	  is	  no	  way	  for	  the	  researcher	   to	   control	   the	   setting,	   as	   is	   common	   in	   positivistic	   or	  experimental	  research	  (LeCompte	  and	  Schensul	  1999,	  p.2).	  All	  of	  these	  elements	  suggest	  the	  necessity	  for	  ethnographic	  research.	  	   Throughout	   the	   design,	   adaptation	   and	   execution	   of	   the	  research	   there	   was	   a	   strong	   influence	   from	   previous	   ethnographic	  studies	  in	  the	  area,	  as	  well	  as	  ethnographic	  methodology	  holistically.	  In	  all	  research	  it	  is	  imperative	  to	  retain	  ‘theoretical	  sensitivity’	  (Corbin	  &	  Strauss,	  1990)	  and	  refer	  back	  to	  this	  relevant	  literature,	  experience	  and	  analytic	  procedures	  throughout.	  	   Angrosino	  (2007,	  p.15)	  describes	  in	  detail	  how	  an	  ethnographic	  multi	  method	  approach	  may	  be	  beneficial	  to	  developing	  social	  science	  research	   questions	   –	   in	   particular	   the	   multifactorial,	   holistic,	  




















4.3.1	  Case	  Study	  Research	  





To	   investigate	   the	   two	   case	   studies	   in	   depth,	   a	   multi-­‐method	  interpretative	   strategy	   was	   planned,	   using	   a	   6-­‐month	   participant	  observation,	   and	   complimenting	   this	  with	   semi-­‐structured	   interviews	  with	  key	  actors	  identified	  within	  the	  field.	  	  
4.3.2	  Participant	  Observation	  





using	   “thick	   description”	   (Geertz,	   1973)	   to	   build	   a	   narrative	   of	   the	  recorded	  events.	  One	  key	  difficulty	  throughout	  the	  research	  was	  maintaining	  the	  divide	  between	  being	  a	  researcher	  and	  being	  a	  worker/friend	  to	  other	  volunteers	   and	   managers.	   Whilst	   trying	   to	   keep	   up	   with	   notetaking	  during	   the	   hours	  worked,	   the	   researcher	  wrote	   up	   notes	  when	   there	  was	  no	  one	  around,	  or	  when	  there	  was	  no	  work	  to	  do.	  In	  part	  this	  was	  so	  the	  researcher	  wouldn’t	  be	  seen	  as	  ‘slacking	  off’,	  thus	  a	  form	  of	  self-­‐surveillance	  or	  self-­‐monitoring	  was	  initiated	  (Foucault,	  1979).	  This	  was	  in	   part	   because	   the	   role	   of	   researcher	   differed	   from	   the	   norms	   of	   a	  volunteer:	   they	   had	   additional	   responsibilities.	   Thus	   the	   researcher	  became	  “the	  principle	  of	  his	  own	  subjection”	  (Foucault,	  1979,	  p.	  202),	  ensuring	  that	  note-­‐taking	  and	  observations	  were	  not	  made	  overt	  on	  the	  shop	   floor	   so	   as	   not	   to	   affect	   the	   outcome	   of	   any	   observable	  phenomena.	  This	  was	  also	  because	  the	  note-­‐taking	  process	  was	  regarded	  as	  
“seeming	  to	  make	  other	  workers	   in	   the	  shops	   feel	  uncomfortable”	   [MCR	  
Fieldnotes].	  At	  one	  point	  when	  the	  researcher	  was	  writing	  down	  some	  notes,	   Derreck,	   the	   manager	   of	   the	   IHR	   shop	   joked	   “Don’t	   you	   go	  










4.3.3	  Semi-­Structured	  Interviews	  










were	  planned	  using	  targeted	  yet	  open	  questions	  surrounding	  personal	  views	  on	  charity	  as	  a	  concept,	  charity	  shops,	  their	  role	  within	  them,	  and	  how	  they	  felt	  about	  specific	  elements	  of	  the	  operation	  such	  as	  haggling	  over	  prices,	  volunteering,	  Gift	  Aid,	  and	  Gift	  in	  Kind	  –	  four	  elements	  that	  had	  been	  identified	  as	  key	  through	  ongoing	  observation	  data	  analysis3.	  Wengraf	   indicates	   an	   important	   distinction	   within	   interviews	   where	  the	   researcher	   ideally	   should	   focus	   upon	   ‘interview	   questions’	   or	  ‘prompts’	   as	   opposed	   to	   ‘research	   questions’	   or	   ‘theory	   questions’	  (2001,	  p.	  61).	  Theory	  questions	  are	  the	  overall	  directives	  of	  a	  study,	  but	  they	   are	   not	   composed	   in	   a	   language	   appropriate	   for	   interviewees.	  Indeed,	   the	   interview	   questions	   were	   not	   ‘theoretically	   defined’	  according	   to	   Wengraf’s	   (2001,	   p.	   77)	   typology,	   instead	   they	   were	  empirically	   defined;	   developing	   from	   hints	   picked	   up	   from	   my	  observational	  analysis	  that	  spoke	  to	  wider	  topics.	  An	  example	  of	  this	  is	  the	  generative	  question	  about	  Gift	  Aid	  that	  was	  asked	  to	  the	  manager	  of	  the	  IHR	  based	  upon	  my	  experiences	  with	  it	  in	  the	  MCR:	  	  “Have	   you	   ever	   considered	   using	   Gift	   Aid	   to	   earn	   extra	   money	   for	   the	  
charity?	  “	  A	   snowball	   purposive	   sampling	   technique	   was	   used	   to	   find	  interviewees,	   from	   each	   of	   the	   case	   study	   shops.	   The	   institutional	  framework	  of	  both	  charities	  meant	  that	  speaking	  to	  the	  managers,	  and	  managers	   of	   managers	   seemed	   a	   logical	   research	   progression.	   A	  difficulty	  similarly	  highlighted	  by	  Ball	  (1994;	  Bardhi	  &	  Arnould,	  2005)	  in	   his	   work	   interviewing	   government	   ministers.	   He	   concluded	   that	  interviewing	  those	  who	  had	  left	  office	  was	  more	  rewarding	  than	  those	  who	  were	   currently	   in	   office,	   as	   those	   with	   positions	   in	   government	  were	   less	   willing	   to	   reveal	   information.	   At	   times	   in	   my	   interviews	  participants	   struggled	   with	   issues	   of	   loyalty	   to	   their	   charity,	   their	  





superiors,	   and	   to	   their	   role.	   An	   alternative	   approach	   would	   be	   to	  interview	   former	   shop	   workers	   who	   do	   not	   feel	   limited	   by	   these	  aspects	   however	   this	   would	   jeopardise	   the	   aims	   of	   the	   research	   to	  capture	  an	  up-­‐to-­‐date	  contemporary	  picture	  of	  the	  charity	  shop.	  	  In	  terms	  of	   the	  practicality	  of	   interviewing,	   the	  questions	  were	  left	  open-­‐ended	  to	  allow	  for	  a	  narrative	  discourse	  to	  emerge	  from	  the	  participant,	  but	  were	  structured	  around	  themes	  that	  had	  arisen	  in	  the	  observation	  data.	  These	   included	   ‘the	   running	  of	   the	  shop’,	   responses	  to	  paid	  staff/volunteers,	  Gift	  Aid,	  Gift	  in	  Kind,	  surveillance,	  the	  contrast	  between	  profit-­‐making	  and	  charity,	  changes	  and	  the	  conceivable	  future	  for	  the	  shop.	   Interviews	  began	  with	  broader	  questions	  about	  how	  the	  participant	   defines	   a	   charity	   shop,	   which	   charities	   they	   support	   and	  their	   own	   volunteering	   experience.	   The	   questions	   were	   tailored	  differently	  depending	  on	  the	  participant’s	  job	  in	  the	  shop.	  All	  question	  amendments	   were	   conducted	   intuitively	   based	   on	   what	   knowledge	   I	  had	   about	   the	   individual’s	   role	   for	   the	   charity.	   For	   example,	   the	  following	  question	  was	  put	  to	  shop	  managers	  and	  the	  volunteer:	  
“Describe	  the	  main	  roles	  you	  undertake	  in	  the	  shop.”	  	   For	  the	  GIK	  manager	  at	  the	  MCR,	  and	  for	  the	  chief	  executive	  of	  the	   IHR,	   the	   question	   was	   phrased	   differently,	   as	   they	   do	   not	   work	  regularly	  on	  the	  shop	  floor:	  










to	  go	  on	  maternity	   leave.	  The	  attrition	  rate	   for	  volunteers	  at	   the	  MCR	  could	  be	  another	  indicative	  factor	  of	  the	  increased	  professionalisation	  of	  the	  shop	  space,	  particularly	  as	  new	  trainees,	  assistant	  managers	  and	  paid	   volunteer	   co-­‐ordinators	   were	   hired	   in	   during	   the	   observation	  period,	   thus	   supporting	   Goodall’s	   (2000b,	   p.44)	   contention	   that	  professionalism	   can	   be	   regarded	   as	   ‘eroding’	   voluntarism.	   Equally,	   it	  could	   be	   seen	   as	   part	   of	   the	   temporary	   and	   precarious	   nature	   of	  modern	  work	  (Beck,	  2000a;	  Beck,	  2000b;	  Berardi	  &	  Empson,	  2009)4	  	  Upon	   selection	   of	   these	   three	   methodological	   strategies,	   the	  research	   process	   could	   commence.	   Shop	   selection	   and	   negotiation	   of	  access	   with	   the	   parent	   charities	   and	   the	   potential	   participants	  (managers	   and	   key	   charity	   stakeholders	   in	   particular)	   was	   the	   next	  necessary	  step	  in	  the	  research	  process.	  	  
4.3.4	  Negotiating	  Access	  and	  Case	  Study	  Selection	  
	   The	  charity	  shop	  is	  a	  space	  that	  is	  open	  to	  the	  public,	  so	  access	  onto	   the	   shop	   floor	   would	   not	   have	   been	   problematic.	   To	   study	  patterns	  of	  interactions	  within	  the	  shop	  space,	  recording	  details	  whilst	  ‘browsing’	   may	   have	   sufficed.	   However	   although	   non-­‐participant	  observations	   would	   yeild	   interesting	   results,	   they	   would	   not	   have	  allowed	   access	   to	   the	   processes	   going	   on	   behind	   the	   scenes	   of	   the	  charity	   shop	   –	   that	   is,	   the	   structures	   put	   in	   place	   by	   the	   individual	  charities	   in	   order	   to	   co-­‐ordinate	   the	   running	   of	   the	   business	   through	  the	  organisation	  of	  volunteers,	  distribution	  of	   stock,	  and	  other	  day	   to	  day	  decisions	   that	  are	  made.	  To	  gather	   this	   information,	  a	  role	  within	  the	  organisation	  was	  required.	  

























	   MCR	   IHR	  Weeks	  worked	  5	  hours	   33	   12	  Weeks	  worked	  10	  hours	   0	   12	  Total	  Weeks	   33	   24	  
TOTAL	  HOURS	   165	   180	  
	  





4.4	  Data	  Analysis	  





The	   use	   of	   computerised	   analysis	   was	   undertaken	   mainly	  because	  of	  their	  ability	  to	  process	  large	  volumes	  of	  text	  at	  a	  time	  (Miall,	  1990).	  In	  total,	  over	  70,000	  words	  of	  field	  notes	  were	  entered	  into	  the	  system,	  and	  using	  ATLAS.ti	  enabled	  cross-­‐referencing	  and	  mass-­‐coding	  that	  would	  have	  been	  a	   long-­‐winded	  process	   if	  attempted	  short-­‐hand.	  It	   also	   enables	   a	   more	   comprehensive	   and	   rigorous	   coding	   system.	  Although	  use	  of	  computerised	  data	  packages	  can	  be	  beneficial	  in	  terms	  of	  both	  speed	  and	  rigour	  (Silverman,	  2010),	  it	  was	  not	  possible	  to	  code	  the	   data	   without	   reading	   and	   re-­‐reading	   the	   text	   many	   times,	   as	  pertinent	  topics	  were	  often	  not	  mentioned	  by	  name	  (for	  instance,	  Gift	  in	   Kind	   was	   frequently	   referred	   to	   by	   Mike,	   the	   GIK	   manager,	   and	  Maria,	   the	   shop	  manager,	   as	   ‘budget’)	   so	   in	   vivo	   coding	  was	   at	   times	  unhelpful.	  	   Initial	   coding	   identified	   many	   implicit	   and	   explicit	   references	  the	  issues	  of	  value,	  work	  and	  wider	  conceptions	  of	  charity.	  A	  mixture	  of	  deductive	  and	  inductive	  themes	  were	  used	  due	  to	  an	  expectation	  that	  the	  wealth	  of	  diverse	  data	  would	  provide	  unexpected	  themes	  that	  may	  not	  be	  initially	  apparent.	  	  	   The	   process	   followed	   the	   outline	   proposed	   by	   Braun	   &	   Clark	  (Braun	   &	   Clarke,	   2006)	   with	   six	   phases	   of	   conducting	   thematic	  analysis:	  





“T:	  That’s	  not	  an	  official	  part	  of	  your	  job…	  





	   The	   three	   global	   themes	   found	   in	   the	   research	   are	   laid	   out	   in	  Figure	  3	  below:	  	  
	  
Figure	  3.	  Global	  Themes	  











theme	   around	   worker	   roles,	   volunteering,	   responsibilities,	  management,	  personal	  agency	  and	  extent	  of	  hierarchies.	  Both	  of	  these	  two	   areas	   were	   prominent	   themes	   in	   both	   sets	   of	   observation	   notes	  and	   the	   interviews	   with	   participants	   from	   each	   shop.	   The	   notion	   of	  sectoral	  context	  as	  a	   final	   theme	  was	  emergent	  upon	  discovery	  of	   the	  extent	   to	   which	   minute	   charity	   shop	   functions	   relied	   upon	   wider	  societal	  structures	  of	  business	  and	  state	  involvement.	  The	  themes	  form	  the	  basis	  for	  each	  of	  the	  three	  constituent	  results	  chapters	  (5,6	  and	  7),	  and	  aim	  to	  respond	  to	  the	  research	  questions	  listed	  above.	  
	  
4.5	  Ethical	  Considerations	  










would	   not	   be	   revealed	   throughout	   the	   course	   of	   the	   research.	   As	  fieldwork	   is	   an	   ongoing	   process	   through	   which	   the	   research	   aims	  developed	   and	   modified	   over	   time,	   it	   was	   near	   impossible	   to	   give	   a	  specific	  outline	  of	  the	  objectives	  of	  the	  research	  and	  its	  possible	  usage	  from	   the	   outset,	   and	   continuous	   and	   long-­‐term	   interactions	   are	   not	  easily	   “reduced	   to	   an	   informed	   consent	   form”	   (Penslar	   in	   Silverman,	  2010,	  p.168).	  As	  verbal/email	  consent	  was	  achieved	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	   observation	   work	   under	   the	   assurance	   that	   the	   charity	   and	   all	  participants	   would	   be	   anonymised	   and	   confidentiality	   was	   explicitly	  stated,	  the	  researcher	  only	  pressed	  for	  individual	  reiteration	  of	  consent	  when	  participants	  demonstrated	   concern	   about	   appearing	   ‘in	   a	   book’	  after	   saying	   something	   controversial	   or	   failing	   to	   follow	   the	   charity	  line.	   Due	   to	   the	   sensitivity	   of	   some	   data,	   certain	   instances	   will	   be	  described	   in	   generalised	   terms	   rather	   than	   referring	   to	   specific	  participants.	   This	   has	   been	   done	   to	   ensure	   that,	   in	   addition	   to	  anonymisation,	  no	  chance	  of	  identification	  can	  be	  made.	  	   Informed	   consent	   forms	   were	   distributed	   to	   interview	  participants	   and	   they	   were	   required	   to	   read	   through	   information	  sheets	  in	  addition	  to	  these	  before	  signing.	  The	  informed	  consent	  form	  and	   information	   sheets	  were	   formulated	   to	   be	   free	   from	   ‘jargon’	   and	  relatively	   simple	   for	   participants	   to	   understand.	  A	   copy	  was	   retained	  by	  the	  researcher	  and	  by	  the	  participant.	  The	  consent	   form	  contained	  an	  abbreviated	  summary	  of	  the	  research	  project	  aims	  and	  scope,	  which	  was	  described	   in	  more	  detail	  on	   the	   information	  sheet	  (See	  Appendix	  B).	  
	  
4.5.2	  Data	  Storage	  
















4.6	  Case	  Study	  Descriptions:	  The	  Shops	  	  This	  section	  aims	  to	  summarise	  the	  two	  case	  study	  locations	  chosen,	  in	  particular	  focusing	  upon	  the	  local	  demographic,	  the	  local	  area,	  the	  worker	  cohort	  and	  the	  shop	  floor	  layout,	  as	  these	  are	  relevant	  to	  the	  types	  of	  goods	  sold,	  their	  categorisation,	  and	  to	  the	  types	  of	  people	  working	  at	  the	  shop.	  Particular	  care	  has	  been	  taken	  to	  ensure	  that	  the	  charities,	  the	  shops	  and	  their	  workers	  are	  not	  identifiable	  from	  this	  information.	  	  	  
4.6.1	  Geographic	  &	  Demographic	  Information	  










“A	  woman	  comes	  in	  as	  Derreck	  is	  out	  the	  front.	  She	  talks	  to	  him	  about	  a	  
recent	   funeral	   for	   somebody	   they	  both	  know,	  and	  how	  the	  parade	  went	  
down	  the	  road	  outside.	  The	  chat	  is	  very	  informal.”	  
“Another	   younger	   woman	   comes	   in	   with	   a	   small	   girl.	   She	   talks	  
animatedly	   to	   Derreck	   about	   her	   brother’s	   wedding	   that	   she	   recently	  
attended.”	  
–	  IHR	  Fieldnotes	  
	  	   The	   local	   knowledge	   and	   involvement	   of	   the	   paid	   manager	   is	  echoed	  by	   the	  work	  of	  many	  of	   the	  volunteers,	  who	  are	   familiar	  with	  the	   local	   customers	   and	   who,	   in	   some	   cases,	   pride	   the	   shop	   on	   its	  community-­‐centric	  atmosphere:	  
“Sister	  Maria	  continues	  to	  chat	  to	  me	  at	  lunch	  “The	  thing	  about	  this	  shop	  
is,	   I	   like	   to	   think	   it’s	   providing	   a	   service.	   To	   the	   community.	   It	   helps	  
people,	  they	  feel	  comfortable	  coming	  in	  here,	  they	  find	  it	  a	  friendly	  place.	  
I	  think	  that’s	  really	  important.””	  






“This	   is	   a	   poor	   area.	   It’s	   council	   housing,	   social	   housing,	   a	   lot	   of	   it,	  
whatever	  you	  want	  to	  call	  it.	  Very	  much	  is.	  	  
–	  Interview	  with	  Steve,	  IHR	  
“	  [Derreck]	  ”This	  area,	  I	  don’t	  mean	  it	  rudely	  but	  it	  is	  a	  poor	  area.	  A	  lot	  of	  
people	  are	  on	  the	  social.	  They	  haven’t	  got	  a	  lot	  of	  money...””	  
-­	  IHR	  Fieldnotes	  	   Both	  the	  sense	  of	  ‘belonging’	  in	  the	  community,	  and	  the	  relative	  economic	  deprivation	  that	  were	  present	  in	  the	  IHR	  went	  on	  to	  inform	  much	  of	   the	   data	   that	   can	  be	   seen	   in	   Chapters	   6	   and	  7	   on	   the	   ‘quiet’	  economy.	   The	   assumption	   taken	   from	   Elizabeth	   Parson’s	   typological	  study	  is	  that	  independent	  retailers	  have	  “a	  responsibility	  to	  their	  local	  community	   to	   provide	   low	   cost	   goods”	   which	   “usurps	   their	   profit-­‐making	   motive”	   (Parsons,	   2004,	   p.37).	   This	   forms	   one	   of	   several	  hypotheses	   that	   require	   testing,	   especially	   as	   the	   charity	   is	   also	  technically	   a	   Hospice	   Retailer,	   making	   it	   the	   most	   profitable	   of	   the	  three	  typologies	  (ibid.).	  	  




















Steve	  –	  Volunteer	  Steve	  is	  68.	  He	  initially	  volunteered	  at	  the	  Hospice	  itself,	  helping	  out	  in	  the	  kitchens,	  and	  graduated	  on	  to	  being	  a	  member	  of	  the	  volunteer	  care	  team,	   the	   fundraising	   team	   and	   eventually	   became	   a	   delivery	   driver	  transporting	   donations	   before	   volunteering	   at	   the	   shop.	   In	   all	   he	   has	  volunteered	   with	   the	   IHR	   for	   fifteen	   years.	   	   He	   lives	   in	   what	   he	  describes	  as	  “leafy	  suburbs”,	  a	  six	  minute	  drive	  from	  the	  shop.	  	  Tamsin,	  Elaine,	  Sister	  Maria,	  Sarah,	  Hilda,	  Diane	  –	  Volunteers	  All	  local	  volunteers	  who	  are	  40+,	  with	  the	  exception	  of	  Sarah	  who	  is	  31.	  They	  live	  within	  walking	  distance	  of	  the	  shop.	  Sister	  Maria	  is	  a	  member	  of	  the	  convent	  that	  initially	  set	  up	  and	  ran	  the	  hospice.	  	  	  
4.6.3	  Shop	  Layouts	  
	   The	  two	  shop	   layouts	  can	  be	  seen	  below.	  These	  are	  helpful	   for	  understanding	   how	   goods	   were	   spatially	   distributed	   in	   the	   charity	  shop,	   and	  where	   different	  workers	  would	   be	   often	   put	   to	  work.	   Also	  key	  are	   the	  differences	  between	   the	  shops,	   in	   terms	  of	   the	  amount	  of	  display	  rails	  for	  clothing,	  and	  the	  differing	  means	  of	  display	  available	  to	  them.	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Figure	  5.	  Independent	  Hospice	  Retailer	  Shop	  Floor	  Layout	  
	  











around	   the	   outside,	   all	   of	   which	   are	   full	   to	   bursting	   with	   a	   random	  assortment	   of	   items.	   There	   is	   very	   little	   coherent	   organisation	   in	   the	  stockroom	  –	   the	   only	   things	   that	   ever	   change	   are	   the	   contents	   of	   the	  sorting	   bins	   (which	   are	   labelled	   according	   to	   what	   they	   contain:	  women’s	  trousers,	  men’s	  shorts,	  children’s	  shoes	  and	  so	  on)	  and	  a	  rail	  which	  normally	  has	  a	  selection	  of	  items	  that	  have	  just	  been	  ironed.	  In	  a	  small	  extension	  next	  to	  the	  stockroom	  is	  a	  tiny	  kitchen,	  washroom	  and	  toilet.	  	  
4.7	  Summary	  















this	  result	  in	  unique	  interactions,	  exemplified	  by	  pricing	  decisions	  and	  haggling	   behaviour	   in	   the	   shop	   space.	   The	   chapter	  will	   also	   infer	   the	  wider	   implications	   these	   have	   for	   the	   implied	   professionalisation5	   of	  the	   contemporary	   charity	   shop,	   and	   the	   adapting	  nature	  of	   charity	   in	  general	  in	  a	  cutthroat	  economic	  climate.	  In	  section	  5.1	  below,	  the	  term	  
quiet	   value	   economy	   will	   also	   be	   clearly	   defined	   as	   an	   essential	  characteristic	  of	  charity	  shop	  operations.	  	   Traditionally,	   charity	   shop	   pricing	   was	   akin	   to	   the	   pricing	  methods	   used	   in	   other	   second-­‐hand	   spaces	   in	   that	   it	   was	   relatively	  devoid	  of	   rationality	   (Gregson	  &	  Crewe,	  1997a,	  p.246).	   It	  would	  have	  mirrored	   the	  ad-­‐hoc	  variability	  of	  pricing	   that	   typically	   takes	  place	  at	  car	  boot	  sales	  or	  second-­‐hand	  markets.	  Pricing	  stickers	  would	  be	  hand	  written	   and	  would	   round	   the	   prices	   up	   to	   the	   nearest	   pound,	   rather	  than	  marking	  goods	  at	  £1.99	  or	  £2.99.	  This	  style	  of	  ‘just-­‐below’	  pricing	  has	  been	   shown	  by	   consumer	   research	   to	  be	   extremely	  prominent	   in	  increasing	   sales	   in	   first	   hand	   shopping	   experiences	   (Schindler	   &	  Kibarian,	   1996)	   but	   would	   have	   had	   implications	   when	   adding	   up	  totals	   for	   sale,	   and	   required	   a	   large	   number	   of	   spare	   pennies	   and	  change	  on	  hand.	  	   In	   the	   traditional	   incarnation	   of	   the	   charity	   shop	  described	  by	  Gregson,	  Brooks,	  &	  Crewe	  (2000)	  and	  Chattoe	  (2006),	  prices	  were	  set	  at	  store	  level	  by	  a	  manager	  or	  volunteer,	  who	  exercised	  a	  large	  degree	  of	   jurisdiction	  over	  what	  an	   item	   is	  worth	  using	   their	  knowledge	  and	  past	  experience	  (Horne	  &	  Maddrell,	  2002,	  pp.	  108,	  113).	   It	  could	  also	  be	   a	   collective,	   collaborative	   appraisal	   of	   the	   item	   from	   several	  workers.	  Any	  systematic	  rules	  used	  for	  pricing	  would	  be	  employed	  on	  an	   improvisatory	   basis	   and	   were	   subject	   to	   change	   dependent	   upon	  










priced	   far	   in	   excess	   of	   the	   £6.99	   price	  mark.	   The	   pricing	   limitations,	  therefore,	  did	  not	  apply	  to	  items	  that	  were	  upwards	  of	  the	  Average	  Unit	  Price	   (or	  AUP)6	   for	  each	   type	  of	   item.	  Conversely,	   in	   the	   Independent	  Hospice	  Retailer	   (IHR),	   the	  AUP	   could	  not	   be	   exceeded	  because	   their	  customer	  demographic	  simply	  wouldn’t	  buy	   it	   if	   it	  was	  over	  a	  certain	  price.	  Therefore,	  the	  restrictions	  did	  not	  apply	  downwards	  of	  the	  AUP.	  This	   is	   illustrated	   by	   the	   following	   incident	   involving	   back-­‐room	  volunteer	  Rose,	  described	  in	  the	  IHR	  observation	  fieldnotes:	  
“Rose	  is	  ironing	  some	  shirts.	  She	  finishes	  one	  and	  holds	  it	  up	  for	  me	  to	  see	  
“Look.	  Yves	  Saint	  Laurent.	  And	  it’s	  in	  perfect	  condition.”	  
	  I	  tell	  her	  “That	  would	  be	  worth	  a	  fortune.	  How	  much	  you	  selling	  it	  for?”	  
She	  goes	  over	  to	  a	  price	  list	  that’s	  stuck	  to	  the	  wall	  and	  says	  “£2.50	  is	  the	  
standard	  price	  for	  men’s	  shirts.	  So	  it	  would	  be	  that.”	  I	  ask	  if	  they	  take	  into	  
account	   brands	   or	   condition.	   “No”	   says	   Rose.	   “Well,	   if	   it’s	   a	   bit	   tatty	   it	  
would	   be	   cheaper	   than	   £2.50.	   But	   it	   won’t	   be	   more	   just	   because	   it’s	  
branded.”	  
-­	  IHR	  Fieldnotes	  	   The	  pricing	  list	   in	  the	  IHR	  is	  a	  simple	  list	  of	  clothing	  items	  and	  their	  AUPs,	  written	  in	  biro	  and	  tacked	  to	  a	  back	  room	  wall.	  It	  was	  not	  shown	   to	   the	   researcher	   when	   they	   began	   work	   as	   a	   volunteer;	   it	  doesn’t	   include	   bric-­‐a-­‐brac	   or	   other	   items	   as	   it	   is	   only	   limited	   to	  clothing;	  and	  it	   is	  buried	  amidst	  other	  wall	  decorations	  and	  notices.	  It	  could	   therefore	   be	   argued	   that	   this	   does	   not	   represent	   a	  professionalised	   pricing	   structure,	   since	   its	   implementation	   was	  limited	  only	  to	  staff	  who	  already	  worked	  there	  a	  significant	  amount	  of	  time	  and	  who	  would	  be	  presumed	  to	  possess	  a	  degree	  of	  average	  price	  





knowledge.	   However,	   the	   excerpt	   above	   indicates	   that	   at	   least	   one	  charity	   shop	   volunteer	   is	   aware	   that	   more	   money	   could	   be	   gleaned	  from	   the	   goods	   they	   are	   receiving;	   yet	   the	   pricing	   structure	   (a	  bureaucratic	  construction)	  restricts	  this,	  preventing	  the	  optimum	  value	  being	  achieved.	  	  	   Conversely,	   in	  the	  MCR	  the	  price	  lining	  actively	  encourages	  the	  manager	   to	   up	   the	   AUP,	   as	   is	   stated	   below	   in	   an	   interview	  with	   the	  charity’s	  Gift	   in	  Kind	  Account	  Manager,	  Mike.	   (Gifts	   in	  Kind	  are	  goods	  donated	  en	  masse	  from	  first-­‐sector	  companies.	  The	  issues	  surrounding	  them	  will	  be	  discussed	  further	  in	  Chapter	  7):	  
“Our	   job	   is	   to…	  we	   talk	  about	  AUP,	  Average	  Unit	  Price,	  a	   lot,	  and	  we’re	  
always	  trying	  to	  increase	  that.	  [Our	  shop]	  has	  got	  an	  AUP	  of	  about	  £4.10	  
on	  GIK	  stuff,	  which	  is	  above	  the	  national	  average.”	  
-­	  Interview	  with	  Mike,	  MCR	  





differing	  pricing	  ‘knowledges’.	  This	  term,	  evidenced	  in	  the	  behaviour	  of	  shop	  workers	  in	  both	  shops,	  requires	  brief	  clarification	  	  	  
5.1	  Pricing	  Knowledges	  
	   Price	  ‘knowledges’,	  as	  the	  term	  is	  used	  in	  this	  chapter,	  refers	  to	  the	  understanding	  of	  how	  value	  is	  decided	  and	  allocated	  in	  a	  particular	  shop,	  dependent	  on	  the	  insider	  knowledge	  of	  value	  the	  price-­‐allocator	  has	   build	   up.	   Sociological	   theories	   of	   value	   allocation	   are	  made	  more	  complex	   by	   the	   unique	   characteristics	   of	   charity	   shop;	   supply	   and	  demand	  being	  largely	  unpredictable	  in	  quantity,	  quality	  and	  regularity.	  These	   knowledges	   are	   integral	   in	   the	   charity	   shop	   for	   what	   Chattoe	  (2006,	   p.	   155)	   describes	   as	   ‘non-­‐substitute’	   (or	   one-­‐off)	   items:	   first	  editions	  of	  books,	   rare	  records	  or	  designer	  clothing,	   for	  example.	   It	   is	  crucial	  that	  these	  are	  recognised	  and	  priced	  accordingly,	  for	  the	  shops	  to	   fulfil	   their	   fundraising	   potential.	  Harnessing	   potential	   value	   in	   any	  item	   is	   dependent	   on	   the	   price-­‐allocator’s	   awareness	   of	   its	   worth	   –	  therefore	  the	  actors	  who	  take	  on	  this	  role	  in	  the	  shop	  space	  play	  a	  very	  integral	  role.	  	  Managers	  allocated	  their	  prices	  dependent	  upon	  many	  factors.	  A	   lot	   of	   their	   experience	   of	   this	   comes	   over	   time,	   through	   a	   learned	  process	  of	  seeing	  what	  sells	   for	  what	  price.	   In	  the	  case	  of	  Gift	   in	  Kind	  items	  (goods	  donated	  by	  private	  companies	  en	  masse),	  a	  separate	  team	  had	   required	   targets	   to	   meet,	   which	   meant	   that	   prices	   were	  strategically	  raised	  to	  ensure	  these	  were	  achieved.	   	  Sometimes,	  newer	  items	  have	  the	  price	  tags	  on	  which	  seems	  to	  make	  the	  process	  easier:	  
“Some	   of	   the	   bags	   were	   originally	   £49.99,	   Maria	   has	   priced	   them	   at	  
£24.98.	  The	  general	  rule	  she	  works	  by	  is	  that	  the	  charity	  shop	  sells	  items	  





-­	  MCR	  Fieldnotes	  	   This	   precedent	   of	   halving	   the	   RRP	   only	   applied	   to	   the	   MCR	  where,	   as	   previously	   mentioned,	   a	   top	   limit	   on	   pricing	   was	   not	  observed	  to	  exist.	  This	  was	  not	  observed	  in	  the	  IHR,	  where	  the	  pricing	  structure	  was	  more	   restrictive	   and	   higher	   prices	   than	   the	   price	   lines	  were	  generally	  not	  charged.	  	  In	  instances	  where	  the	  original	  price	  tags	  are	  on	  an	  item,	  pricing	  knowledge	   is	   concrete.	   In	   instances	   where	   the	   price	   is	   a	   little	   less	  apparent,	  managerial	  pricing	  is	  intuitively	  based	  on	  assumptions	  about	  known	   brand	   pricing,	   popularity	   or	   the	   general	   condition	   of	   an	   item.	  Increasingly	  in	  the	  MCR,	  Internet	  search	  engines	  are	  used	  to	  gauge	  the	  approximate	  value	  of	  an	  item,	  and	  as	  a	  justification	  by	  shop	  workers	  for	  the	  higher	  prices:	  	  
“Maria	   asks	   me	   to	   look	   on	   Google	   when	   I’m	   at	   home	   to	   see	   if	   we’ve	  
overpriced	  [the	  item]”	  
	  “Maria	  tells	  me	  Mike	  [the	  Gift	  in	  Kind	  Manager]	  is	  looking	  up	  the	  RRP	  for	  
it”.	  7	  	  
-­	  MCR	  Fieldnotes	  	   The	   contemporary	   charity	   shop,	   therefore,	   utilizes	  many	   tools,	  including	  technologies,	  in	  deciding	  pricing	  allocation.	  Maria’s	  tendency	  towards	   consultation	   when	   pricing	   items	   (by	   asking	   for	   a	   second	  opinion,	   looking	   up	   the	   prices	   for	   similar	   items	   online,	   researching	  brands	  on	  smart	  phones	  and	  so	  on)	  indicates	  that	  the	  pricing	  process	  is	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In	  one	  instance	  at	  the	  MCR,	  a	  brand	  new	  Armani	  watch	  is	  put	  into	  the	  cabinet	  alongside	  a	  print	  out	  of	  the	  
watch’s	  specification	  and	  current	  selling	  price	  (£250)	  on	  a	  jeweller’s	  website.	  This	  is	  then	  used	  to	  back	  up	  and	  
reassert	  the	  ‘value	  assumptions’	  that	  are	  embodied	  in	  the	  item’s	  price	  (in	  this	  case,	  it	  was	  being	  sold	  at	  the	  MCR	  





flexible,	   and	   often	   collaborative,	   involving	   shop	   workers,	   volunteers,	  the	   charity’s	   set	  pricing	   structure,	   and	  wider	  value	   indicators	   (RRPs).	  In	  the	  case	  of	  the	  charity	  shop,	  the	  customer	  also	  has	  an	  input.	  This	  is	  significant	   because	   they	   are	   perceived	   commonly	   in	   charity	   shop	  literature	  as	  the	  lucky	  recipients	  of	  the	  spoils	  generated	  by	  poor	  value	  knowledge	  –	  they	  capitalise	  on	  the	  bargains	  for	  which	  charity	  shops	  are	  reknowned,	  and	  with	  which	  the	  charity	  shop	  experience	  in	  intrinsically	  linked	  (Horne	  &	  Maddrell,	  2002,	  p.	  101).	  However,	  the	  role	  they	  play	  in	  pricing	  knowledges	  and	  allocation	  is	  a	  key	  component	  of	  uniqueness	  of	  the	  charity	  shop,	  as	   this	  chapter	  will	  go	  on	  to	  describe,	  and	  speaks	   to	  the	  rhetoric	  of	  community	  involvement	  and	  reciprocity	  so	  prevalent	  in	  charity	  theory.	  	   	  The	   sources	   which	   form	   a	   composite	   approximation	   of	   value	  and	  subsequent	  price	  decisions	  are	  summarised	  in	  the	  diagram	  below:	  
	  	   Figure	  6.	  Pricing	  Decision	  Influences	  
Manager	  
Knowledge	  

































(“YOU	  CAN	  HAVE	  THE	  LOT	  
FOR	  £20”)	  
HAGGLING	  UP	  
(“IT’S	  WORTH	  AT	  LEAST	  
£5!”)	  	  
Figure	  7.	  Value	  Negotiation	  and	  Wear	  &	  Tear	  Arbitration	  










5.2	  Worker	  Initiated	  Price	  Negotiation	  
	  
5.2.1	  Favours	  for	  Regulars	  and	  Volunteer	  Discounts	  





some	   instances,	   a	  volunteer	  will	  have	  worked	   in	   the	   shop	   for	   so	   long	  that	  they	  are	  able	  to	  make	  ad-­‐hoc	  pricing	  decisions	  based	  on	  their	  own	  personal	   knowledge	   of	   customer	   circumstances.	   The	   excerpt	   below	  from	  IHR	  volunteer	  Steve	  illustrates	  this:	  
“There	  are	  a	  certain	  type	  of	  woman	  who	  tend	  to	  ask,	  you	  know:	  “It’s	  £3.”	  
“[will	  you	  take]	  £2?”	  *laughs*	  “Noooo.	  It’s	  £3!”	  But	  occasionally	  there	  are	  
the	  regular	  customers	  who	  come	  in,	  and	  you	  know	  they	  are	  tight	  [short	  of	  
money]	   and	   they’ve	   got	   three	   or	   four	   kids	   and…	   circumstances.	   So	   I	   go	  
“Oh,	  alright,	  make	  it…	  so	  and	  so.”	  Without	  making	  a	  big	  fuss	  about	  it.”	  
-­	  Interview	  with	  Steve,	  IHR	  	  	   Steve	   has	   the	   jurisdiction8	   to	   offer	   money	   off	   when	   he	   has	  knowledge	   of	   an	   individual’s	   circumstances;	   if	   he	   knows	   things	   are	  ‘tight’	   he	   will	   take	   that	   into	   account.	   By	   letting	   them	   off	   a	   couple	   of	  pounds,	  Steve	  is	  considering	  the	  residual	  benefit	  that	  the	  customer	  will	  receive,	  as	  opposed	  to	   the	  monetary	  benefit	   for	   the	  charity.	  Kindness,	  and	  the	  enjoyment	  of	  the	  participating	  in	  the	  philanthropic	  experience	  are	   not	   the	   only	   things	   at	   play	   here,	   as	   Steve	   is	   taking	   an	   active	   role	  within	  his	  community	  that	   is	  dependent	  upon	  his	   local	  knowledge.	  By	  volunteering	   for	   the	   nearby	   children’s	   hospice	   shop,	   and	  acknowledging	   the	   struggles	   of	   local	   people,	   the	   social	   impact	   is	  doubled	  and	  can	  be	  perceived	  as	  reciprocal:	  they	  receive	  the	  discount,	  and	  Steve	  receives	  the	  altruistic	  pleasure.	  	  Steve	  enjoys	  the	  empathetic	  ‘warm	  glow’	  	  (Andreoni,	  1990)	  of	  aiding	  his	  community	  and	  improving	  the	  well-­‐being	  of	  those	  in	  it;	  the	  community	  enjoy	  good	  value	  products,	  and	  the	  charity	  enjoys	  the	  profits,	  which	  again	  contribute	  indirectly	  to	  the	   wellbeing	   in	   the	   local	   community.	   Thus	   the	   cyclical	   process	   is	  reinforced	  and	   the	   relations	  between	   the	  participants	  and	   the	  charity	  become	   symbiotic.	   It	   can	   be	   argued	   that	   these	   form	   of	   pricing	  





negotiations	   prevent	   professionalisation	   from	   overtaking	   charity	  processes,	   rendering	   the	   shops	   as	   significantly	   estranged	   from	   the	  commercial	  principles	  of	  first-­‐hand	  shops.	  	   This	  is,	  however,	  dependent	  upon	  context,	  as	  the	  use	  of	  the	  two	  case	   studies	   came	   to	   demonstrate.	   Charity	   shop	   symbiosis	   operates	  relatively	   efficiently	   in	   a	   community-­‐centric	   charity	   shop	   such	   as	   the	  IHR.	  There,	  the	  shop	  is	  situated	  in	  the	  heart	  of	  the	  locality,	  on	  a	  popular	  local	  high	  street,	  in	  a	  low-­‐income	  area	  that	  is	  proximate	  to	  the	  hospice	  it	  supports.	  There	  is	  a	  school	  nearby,	  and	  many	  customers,	  volunteers	  and	   local	   shop	  workers	  know	  one	  another.	  School	   teachers	  pop	   in	  on	  their	   lunch	   break	   to	   chat	   and	   browse.	   The	   lady	   who	   runs	   the	   book-­‐keepers	   next	   door	   regularly	   buys	   her	   daughters	   little	   gifts	   from	   the	  shop.	  The	  supermarket	  next	  door	  often	  trades	  change	  with	  the	  charity	  shop	   if	  either	  party	  needs	   to	  break	  a	  note.	  There	   is	  a	   shared	  sense	  of	  affinity,	   a	   knowledge	   of	   local	   affairs	   and	   a	   parochial	   mentality	   that	  transcends	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  shop	  is	  located	  in	  the	  suburb	  of	  a	  very	  large	  Northern	  city.	  As	  a	   result,	   community	   involvement	  underlies	  many	  of	  the	  complexities	  that	  are	  exhibited	  when	  attempts	  are	  made	  at	  running	  the	   shop	   in	   any	   kind	   of	   professionalised	   sense.	   Cohesion	   seems	   to	  hamper	   attempts	   to	   standardise	   pricing	   –	   simply	   because	   the	  volunteers	  prefer	   to	  help	  people	  out.	  Steve	  describes	  his	  allocation	  of	  discounts	  as	  ‘circumstantial’	  and	  ‘not	  something	  I’m	  doing	  every	  day	  for	  





workers	   in	   the	   shop	   as	   being	   somehow	   a	   little	   bit	   underhand	   and	  ‘against	  the	  rules’:	  
“Some	   customers	   come	   in,	   a	   lady	   with	   two	   slightly	   older	   ladies.	   They	  
appear	  to	  have	  learning	  difficulties,	  talk	  very	  loudly	  and	  have	  to	  be	  given	  
‘permission’	  to	  buy	  things	  from	  the	  other	  lady	  with	  them	  […]	  one	  brings	  
over	  a	  handbag.	  She	  says	  “how	  much?”	  and	  I	  tell	  her	  the	  price,	  £2.50.	  She	  
gives	  me	  20p	  from	  her	  purse	  and	  looks	  at	  me.	  I	  tell	  her	  “Sorry,	  that	  isn’t	  
enough.”	  She	  opens	  the	  purse	  and	  I	  help	  her	  by	  digging	  out	  her	  change.	  It	  
only	  comes	  to	  £2.30.	  Feeling	  a	  bit	  naughty,	  I	  tell	  her	  “That’s	  fine.”	  and	  she	  
takes	  the	  bag	  away.	  Later,	  I	  ‘donate’	  20p	  to	  the	  till	  myself.”	  





need	   to	   standardise	   prices	   across	   different	   locations;	   and	   equally,	   to	  some	  degree	  the	  workers	  are	  almost	  all	  volunteers	  –	  therefore	  they	  are	  not	   as	   formally	   obligated	  or	   restricted	   as	   they	   are	   in	   the	  MCR	  by	   the	  boundaries	   of	   their	   role.	   They	   are	   therefore	   able	   to	   operate	   a	   ‘quiet	  value	  economy’	  due	  to	  having	  a	  more	  legitimate	  authoritative	  voice	  in	  the	  workplace	  (Fox,	  1971,	  p.	  35).	  As	  Steve	  states,	  in	  relation	  to	  offering	  discretionary	  discounts:	  	  
“[…]	   I’ve	  been	  here	  so	   long,	  and	  he	   [Derreck,	   the	  manager]	  gets	  enough	  
out	  of	  me,	  so	  he’s	  probably	  not	  going	  to	  challenge	  me	  on	  that!”	  	   The	   opportunity	   and	   permission	   to	   offer	   socially-­‐orientated	  discounts	  does	  depend	  greatly	  upon	  the	  perceived	  role	  of	  the	  volunteer	  within	   the	   shop	   hierarchy9.	   But	   volunteer	   to	   volunteer/worker	   to	  volunteer	  discounting	  behaviour	  also	  paints	  a	  picture	  of	  how	  offering	  ‘favours’	   and	   having	   a	   social	   orientation	   in	   the	   charity	   shop	   is	  countered	  by	  profit-­‐orientated	  motivations.	  	   The	  researcher	  is	  herself	  an	  avid	  charity	  shopper	  who	  often	  has	  an	  eye	  out	  for	  a	  bargain.	  However,	  the	  idea	  of	  haggling	  in	  a	  charity	  shop	  is	  one	  that	  she	  is	  strongly	  against	  and	  therefore	  generally	  avoided.	  The	  reasons	  for	  this	  response	  in	  itself	  are	  not	  straightforward	  and	  speak	  to	  debates	   about	   the	   patriarchal	   discourses	   inherent	   in	   our	   notion	   of	  charity10,	   but	   when	   adopting	   a	   role	   as	   a	   volunteer-­‐as-­‐participant-­‐observer	  the	  territory	  of	  discounting	  becomes	  even	  more	  treacherous.	  	  	   The	   fieldnotes	   gathered	   from	  both	   shops	   show	  more	   than	  one	  instance	   of	   the	   researcher’s	   reflexive	   discomfort	   at	   receiving	   a	  ‘volunteer	  discount’	  from	  other	  shop	  workers.	  The	  difficulty	  was	  more	  keenly	   felt	   by	   the	   researcher	   in	   the	   IHR	   than	   the	   MCR,	   where	   the	  concern	  was	   that	   the	   researcher	   was	   taking	  money	   from	   the	   charity	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  Paid	  and	  unpaid	  worker	  hierarchies	  within	  the	  shop	  will	  be	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  6.	  





and	   that	   the	   prices	   were	   low	   enough	   already.	   Yet	   also	   there	   was	   a	  methodological	   sticking	   point	   around	   the	   issue	   of	   the	   researcher	   not	  being	  a	  volunteer	  for	  the	  same	  reason	  as	  the	  other	  volunteers.	  As	  with	  the	   contentions	   discussed	   in	   chapter	   4	   about	   ‘going	   native’	   (Burgess,	  1984)	   ,	   there	   was	   a	   sense	   that	   volunteers	   received	   ‘discounts’	   or	  favours	   from	  the	  shop	  as	  a	  more	   tangible	  reward	  (or	   ‘reciprocal	  gift’)	  for	  their	  otherwise	  unpaid	  work	  and	  devotion	  to	  the	  cause,	  therefore	  a	  researcher	  does	  not	  fit	  comfortably	  within	  this	  category.	  	   Volunteer	   discounts	   differ	   to	   some	   degree	   from	   the	   socially-­‐orientated	   favours	   offered	   to	   regular	   customers.	   At	   the	   MCR,	   the	   till	  included	  a	   ‘staff	  discount’	  button,	  which	  was	  not	  supposed	  to	  be	  used	  for	  volunteers	  according	  to	  manageress	  Maria	  -­‐	  although	  the	  assistant	  managers	  Helen	  and	  Emily	  and	  New	  Deal	  Partnership	  workers	  would	  frequently	  put	  volunteer	  purchases	  through	  as	  staff	  discounts.	  The	  staff	  discount	  was	  set	  at	  10%	  across	  all	  stores	  in	  the	  chain.	  The	  fact	  that	  this	  is	   provided	   and	   systematically	   recorded	   through	   the	   tills	   is	   another	  indicator	   of	   how	   the	   charity	   has	   mimicked	   commercial	   outlets	   and	  their	   standard	   staff	   discount	   as	   an	   incentive	   to	   workers	   –	   yet	  volunteers	  were	  not	  counted	  as	  staff	  in	  this	  circumstance.	  In	  itself,	  this	  professionalised	   procedure	   indicates	   a	   subtle	   hierarchical	  demarcation,	  which	  will	  be	  explored	  further	  in	  Chapter	  6.	  	  	   Nevertheless,	   often	   Maria	   would	   speculatively	   offer	   discounts	  when	   the	   researcher	   was	   considering	   buying	   items,	   to	   try	   and	  encourage	   a	   sale.	   In	   the	   following	   extract,	   the	   researcher	   is	   debating	  whether	  or	  not	  to	  buy	  a	  coat:	  
”When	   I	   try	   the	   coat	   on,	   Maria	   says	   “Actually	   it	   suits	   you	   on.	   It	   looks	  
better.”	  She	  offers	  me	  a	  discount	  if	  I	  buy	  it,	  [saying]	  “If	  that	  will	  help	  you	  
to	  decide.”	  I	  get	  the	  impression	  she	  isn’t	  bothered	  either	  way.	  Eventually	  I	  
buy	  the	  coat	  for	  £4.99	  (a	  discount	  from	  £7.99).”	  





As	   an	   extension	   of	   this,	   Maria	   also	   offers	   volunteer	   discounts	  based	  around	  pricing	  knowledge	  acquiescence.	  Put	  simply,	  Maria	  enters	  into	  a	  dialogue	  with	  the	  volunteer	  as	  to	  how	  much	  they	  think	  the	  item	  is	  worth,	  and	  then	  discounts	  it	  to	  tempt	  them	  into	  buying	  it.	  Although	  still	  worker-­‐initiated,	  the	  orientation	  of	  this	  is	  both	  socially	  AND	  profit	  driven,	  since	   the	  volunteers	  value	   to	   the	  shop	   is	  being	  acknowledged,	  and	  the	  manageress	   is	  still	   ‘closing	  a	  deal’.	  Perhaps	  most	   integrally	  of	  all,	   this	   discount	   is	   at	   the	   manager’s	   discretion,	   and	   is	   substantially	  
more	   than	   the	   10%	   staff	   discount.	   Thus,	   it	   operates	   within	   another	  facet	  of	  the	  charity	  shop’s	  quiet	  value	  economy.	  The	  volunteer’s	  value	  is	  also	   acknowledged	   by	   the	   paid	   staff	   member	   acquiescing	   to	   their	  pricing	   knowledge	   authority.	   In	   the	   example	  below,	  Maria	  uses	  hard-­‐sell	   tactics	   to	   shift	   some	   GIK	   items	   donated	   by	   fashion	   shop	   Urban	  Outfitters.	   	  At	  one	  point,	  the	  researcher	  mentions	  that	  she	  likes	  one	  of	  the	   bags,	   but	   that	   at	   £29.98,	   it	   is	   too	   expensive	   for	   an	   item	   that	   is	  ‘vintage’	  and	  therefore	  not	  new:	  	  	  
“She	  looks	  at	  me	  and	  says,	  “How	  much	  you	  wanna	  pay	  for	  it?”	  I	  shake	  my	  
head	  and	  say,	  “No	  no,	   it’s	  ok.”	  But	  she	  pushes	  “No	  really,	  how	  much	  can	  
you	  pay	  for	  it?	  You	  tell	  me	  a	  price.”	  I	  protest	  and	  say	  that	  I	  buy	  too	  many	  
handbags	  as	  it	  is!	  She	  then	  says,	  “You	  think	  I	  should	  discount	  it?”	  I	  check	  
the	   bag	   over	   and	   say	   yes	   –	   it	   has	   the	   appearance	   of	   being	   used,	   it	   has	  
crumbs	  and	  bits	  in	  the	  bottoms	  and	  blusher	  marks	  in	  the	  zip	  pocket.	  She	  
reduces	  the	  price	  from	  £29.98	  to	  £14.98.	  I	  […]	  say,	  “It’s	  definitely	  not	  new,	  
it’s	  been	  used.”	  Maria	  says	  “Yeah	  but	  it	  had	  a	  tag	  on	  it,	   it	  was	  originally	  
£50.”	  I	  don’t	  elaborate,	  but	  I’m	  aware	  the	  bag	  is	  from	  a	  vintage	  selection,	  
therefore	  the	  presence	  of	  a	  tag	  doesn’t	  signify	  newness.”	  





charity	   to	  cycle	   through	   items	  quickly,	  ensuring	  rapid	  stock	   turnover.	  Therefore,	   the	   commercialised	   drive	   for	   profit	   was	   consistently	  tempering	   their	   pricing	   decisions	   even	   when	   social	   or	   altruistic	  leanings	   were	   present.	   At	   the	   IHR,	   some	   discounts	   appeared	   to	   be	  ‘purer’:	  that	  is,	  less	  tainted	  by	  the	  desire	  for	  profit:	  
“I	  am	  digging	  through	  the	  jewellery	  under	  the	  counter	  [in	  the	  “Any	  Three	  
Items	  For	  A	  Pound”	  basket]	  when	  I	  spot	  a	  silver	  bangle	  amidst	  the	  tat.	  I	  
tell	  Juliet	  I	  am	  going	  to	  buy	  it,	  but	  I	  don’t	  want	  to	  get	  “three	  items	  for	  a	  
pound”.	   She	   says	   “Oh	  well	   just	   give	  whatever	   then.”	   I	   say	   “About	   33p?”	  
And	   she	   says	   “Oh	  don’t	  worry	   about	   it.”	  When	   I	   bring	   out	   the	  money,	  
which	  I	  have	  in	  pennies,	  she	  says	  “Oh	  gosh,	  I’ll	  just	  ring	  it	  in	  as	  20p.	  Don’t	  
worry	  about	  the	  rest.”	  So	  I	  give	  the	  pennies	  to	  her	  to	  put	  in	  the	  collection	  
box.	  The	  bracelet,	  being	  925	  silver,	  is	  worth	  far	  more	  than	  30p!”	  





their	  own	  pricing	  knowledge	  by	  paid	  workers.	  A	  ‘quiet	  value	  economy’	  develops,	   executed	   externally	   to	   the	   bureaucratic,	   professionalised	  systems	  implemented	  elsewhere	  in	  the	  contemporary	  charity	  shop.	  	  Conversely,	  there	  is	  a	  profit-­‐orientated	  negotiation	  process	  that	  is	  initiated	  by	  the	  shop	  worker	  shows	  little	  to	  no	  concern	  for	  the	  social	  implications	   of	   the	   exchange.	   This	   is	   indicated	   by	   the	   ‘upsell’:	   the	  enhancement	  of	  funds	  raised	  through	  targeted	  sales	  techniques.	  	  
5.2.2	  Upselling	  










or	  discounts	   for	  volunteers,	  was	   to	   condone	  a	  deliberate	  disregard	  of	  bureaucratic	   pricing	   rules.	  What	   is	   of	   crucial	   importance	   here	   is	   that	  this	  was	  initiated	  by	  the	  staff	  member	  rather	  than	  a	  haggling	  customer.	  The	  motivation	  is	  predominantly	  profit,	  or	  to	  heighten	  the	  profile	  of	  the	  individual	  shop	  within	  the	  chain	  of	  shops	  owned	  by	  the	  parent	  charity.	  Take	  the	  following	  example	  from	  the	  MCR:	  
A	  woman	  who	   has	   come	   over	   from	   Ireland	   buys	   the	  Miss	   Sixty	  wedges	  
(£12.99),	  an	  Accessorize	  handbag	  and	  a	  bedding	  set	  worth	  £49.99	  after	  
lots	  of	  umming	  and	  arring.	  She	  is	  only	  concerned	  about	  paying	  more	  on	  
her	  luggage	  allowance	  on	  her	  flight	  back.	  Maria	  knocks	  5	  pounds	  off	  the	  
price	   of	   the	   bedding	   set	   to	   convince	   her.	   […]	   Later,	  Maria	   says,	   “It	  was	  
good	  that	  that	  lady	  bought	  that	  duvet	  set	  eh?	  She	  comes	  in	  here	  now	  and	  
again,	  I	  think	  she	  must	  be	  loaded.”	  





“[a	   female	   customer]	   is	   buying	   some	   books	   and	   other	   bric-­a-­brac.	   She	  
asks	  Maria	   if	   she	  can	  have	  one	  of	   the	  hardback	  books	   (all	  of	  which	  are	  
£2.99)	  for	  £2.	  Maria	  tells	  her	  no,	  and	  when	  she	  reads	  out	  the	  total	  on	  the	  
till	  (£13.96),	  the	  customer	  hands	  her	  only	  £13.	  Maria	  tells	  her	  she	  needs	  
another	  96p.	  The	  customer	   laughs	  and	  says	   “Aren’t	  you	  going	   to	   let	  me	  
off?”	   Maria	   says,	   staunchly	   and	   quite	   loudly	   “That’s	   not	   the	   way	  
business	  works,	  my	  love.”	  	  
Then	  the	  lady	  tries	  to	  tell	  Maria	  she’ll	  come	  back	  later	  and	  pay	  the	  extra	  
change.	   Maria	   stands	   her	   ground,	   and	   eventually	   the	   lady	   pays	   and	  
leaves.	  Afterwards	  […]	  Maria	  says	  “I	  can’t	  believe	  some	  people.	  I’d	  already	  
told	  her	  she	  couldn’t	  have	  the	  discount.	  How	  are	  we	  supposed	  to	  make	  
money	  with	  people	  haggling	  like	  that?””	  
-­	  IHR	  Fieldnotes,	  emphasis	  added	  	   Thus,	  the	  significance	  of	  the	  upsell	  not	  only	  depends	  upon	  how	  much	  money	  is	  to	  be	  made	  (although	  the	  temptation	  of	  a	  big	  sale	  does	  seem	  an	  encouragement	  in	  the	  former	  extract)	  but	  also	  upon	  whether	  the	  shop	  worker	  initiates	  the	  negotiation.	  Maria’s	  repetitious	  refusal	  of	  the	   discount	  means	   that	   the	   customer	   is	   attempting	   to	   challenge	   her	  pricing	   authority,	   hence	   she	   stands	   her	   ground	   on	   principle.	   The	  meagre	   discount	   plus	   the	   tactics	   employed	   to	   try	   and	   obtain	   it	   infer	  that	  a	  customer	  is	  spendthrifty	  and	  a	  seasoned	  haggler,	  thus	  unlikely	  to	  be	  a	  big	  spender	  in	  the	  shop	  if	  they	  return.	  As	  a	  result,	  in	  this	  instance	  she	   is	   not	   viewed	   as	   viable	   for	   upselling,	   and	   the	  manageress	   insists	  upon	  adhering	  to	  the	  original	  price.	  She	  also	  highlights	  the	  importance	  of	  sticking	  to	  formalised	  pricing	  rules	  to	  the	  customer	  in	  her	  comment	  





as	  oriented	  to	  ‘pure	  fundraising’	  as	  opposed	  to	  providing	  a	  community	  service	  (Horne	  &	  Maddrell,	  2002,	  p.	  29).	  	   The	  refusal	   to	  haggle	  was	  a	  common	  feature	   in	  the	  MCR,	  but	   it	  also	   occurred	   in	   the	   IHR,	   particularly	   when	   customers	   challenged	  pricing	  authority:	  
“I	  had	  a	  customer	  in	  the	  other	  day	  and	  I	  had	  a	  50p	  box	  on	  here	  *gestures	  
to	  counter	  out	  front*	  you	  know,	  full	  of	   items.	  Nothing	  wrong	  with	  them.	  
[…]	  she	  says	  “If	  I	  buy	  six	  items,	  I	  can	  have	  these	  for	  20p	  each”	  and	  I	  says	  
“NO.”	  She	  says	  “Those	  are	  50p	  each,	  I	  can	  go	  to	  Primark	  and	  get	  6	  items	  
for	  £3.”	  I	  said	  “Well,	  go	  [to]	  Primark!””	  





stock	   turnover	   was	   a	   bureaucratically	   regulated	   and	   reasonably	  efficient	   system	   that	   circulated	   goods,	   dependent	   upon	   demand,	  throughout	  the	  shops	  the	  charity	  owned	  in	  the	  wider	  city	  area.	  During	  the	  observation,	  the	  researcher	  noted	  one	  very	  distinct	  period	  of	  time	  where	  the	  paid	  and	  volunteer	  staff	  were	  actively	  encouraged	  to	  ‘get	  rid’	  of	  a	  certain	  lot	  of	  GIK	  stock	  (a	  selection	  of	  brand	  new	  bedding	  donated	  from	   a	   large	   chain	   store).	   It	   was	   clogging	   up	   and	   slowing	   down	   the	  circulation	   of	   stock	   in	   the	   area,	   and	   taking	   up	   too	  much	   GIK	   display	  space	  in	  store,	  as	  this	  fieldnote	  from	  the	  start	  of	  the	  shift	  indicates:	  	  
“The	  GIK	  bedding	  has	  all	  been	  reduced,	  and	  Alex	  tells	  me	  quietly	  when	  I’m	  
upstairs	   that	  all	   the	  bedding	  has	  to	  go	  today,	  otherwise	   it	  will	  be	  going	  
‘out’.”	  





neared	   their	   two-­‐week	   departure	   point.	   In	   the	   notes	   below,	   shop	  manager	  Maria	   is	  away	  on	  holiday	  and	  being	  covered	  by	  a	   temporary	  manager,	   Alex,	   from	   another	   store	   owned	   by	   the	   same	   charity.	   The	  shop	   had	   been	   having	   stock	   issues	   that	   had	   been	   compounded	   by	  Maria’s	  absence,	  and	  Alex	  and	  assistant	  manager	  Emily	  were	  struggling	  to	   keep	   the	   place	   under	   control.	   Alex	   had	   discounted	   a	   bedding	   set	  from	  £12.98	  to	  £9.98	  for	  a	  customer	  who	  didn’t	  want	  the	  valance	  sheet	  that	  was	  included	  in	  the	  set:	  
“As	   I’m	  ringing	   it	   into	   the	   till,	  he	   [Alex]	  explains	   to	  me	  that	   they	  are	  all	  
just	  going	  to	  go	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  day	  anyway,	  so	  the	  valance	  needn’t	  be	  
packaged	   back	   up	   to	   put	   back	   on	   the	   shelf.	   When	   she	   hears	   this,	   the	  
customer	  says	   “Well	   if	  you’re	  going	  to	   throw	   it	  out,	   I’ll	   take	   it	  anyway.”	  
Alex	  agrees	  with	   this,	   so	   the	   lady	  gets	   the	   set	   for	  only	  £9.98	  despite	   the	  
original	  price	  being	  £3	  more.	  […]	  When	  I	  go	  upstairs	  to	  get	  my	  things	  to	  
leave,	  Alex	   stops	  me,	   […]	  and	  he	   says	   “Jesus	  Christ.	   She	   is	  obsessed	  with	  
that	   bedding.	   Completely	   obsessed	   with	   it.	   She’s	   always	   coming	   in	   and	  
asking	  for	  pillowcases	  to	  match	  this	  or	  a	  sheet	  to	  match	  that.	  But	  to	  be	  
honest	  with	  you:	  she	  can	  take	  it	  all	  if	  she	  wants.	  I’m	  not	  bothered	  about	  
giving	  her	  a	  discount	  since	  after	  today	  it’ll	  be	  gone	  anyway.”	  





allocated	   stock	   before	   it	   must	   be	   moved	   on	   to	   another	   store	   and	  achieving	  the	  monetary	  ‘targets’	  calculated	  by	  the	  parent	  charity.	  	  To	   outline	   the	   motive	   behind	   charity	   shop	   upselling,	   the	  bureaucratic	  processes	  necessary	  for	  strategic	  and	  rationalized	  pricing	  of	  goods	  are	  threatened	  by	  four	  factors:	  	  1. The	  desire	  for	  shop	  workers	  to	  achieve	  a	  big	  sale	  or	  close	  a	  deal,	  even	  when	  this	  means	  some	  items	  are	  sold	  for	  less	  than	  their	  ‘guide	  price’;	  2. The	   way	   shops	   that	   represent	   the	   same	   charity	   are	  encouraged	  to	  operate	  competitively,	  thus	  undercutting	  each	  other	  in	  terms	  of	  weekly	  budget;	  3. The	  cyclical	   stock	  system	   that	  necessitates	   items	  be	  moved	  on	  if	  they	  are	  not	  immediately	  lucrative	  to	  the	  store;	  and	  	  4. The	   influence	   of	   the	   participants	   involved	   who	   negate	   the	  value	  assumptions	  that	  are	  made	  with	  a	  questionable	  degree	  of	  authority.	  	  	  This	  will	  be	  discussed	  further	  in	  Chapter	  7,	  in	  relation	  to	  how	  charity	  is	  developing	  stronger	  and	  more	  intrinsic	  ties	  with	  the	  private	  sector.	  The	  combination	  of	  these	  four	  tensions	  is	  dealt	  with	  by	  the	  upselling	  technique,	  itself	  a	  product	  of	  the	  professionalised	  marketplace,	  as	  one	  of	   several	  methods	   used	   to	   try	   and	   temper	   the	   tensions	  within	   the	  charity	  shop.	  	  
5.3	  Customer	  Initiated	  Price	  Negotiation	  





worth.	   Whilst	   the	   old	   adage	   ‘one	   person’s	   trash	   is	   another	   person’s	  
treasure’	   manifests	   in	   relation	   to	   the	   most	   unlikely	   objects	   at	   times;	  generally	   charity	   shops	  must	   operate	  with	   a	   degree	   of	   rational	   value	  understanding	   through	   which	   they	   set	   their	   average	   unit	   prices	   and	  deal	  with	  outliers	  or	  unique	  cases.	  The	  reasons	  for	  managerial	  pricing	  decisions	   are	   multifarious	   and	   are	   intrinsically,	   perhaps	   even	  inseparably,	  linked	  to	  how	  much	  their	  customers	  will	  be	  willing	  to	  pay.	  As	  stated	  by	  the	  Gift	  in	  Kind	  manager	  at	  the	  MCR:	  
“We	  realise	  that	  the	  customer	  is	  savvy	  enough	  to	  know	  that	  they’re	  only	  
going	  to	  buy	  it	  at	  the	  right	  price.	  So	  there’s	  a	  certain	  limit	  to	  what	  we	  can	  
do	   and	  what	  we	   can	   charge	   and	  we’re	   always	   trying	   to	  maximise	   that	  
and	  increase	  it	  and	  stretch	  it	  and	  make	  it	  as	  high	  as	  we	  can,	  but	  there	  is	  a	  
kind	  of,	  cut	  off	  point.”	  
-­	  Interview	  with	  Mike,	  MCR	  Therefore,	   customer	   pricing	   knowledges	   are	   integral	   to	   the	  value	   judgements	   that	   take	   place	   in	   the	   charity	   shop.	   As	   the	   final	  section	  in	  this	  chapter	  will	  indicate,	   ‘haggling	  up’	  is	  an	  instance	  where	  the	   customer	   supersedes	   the	   pricing	   knowledges	   in	   place	   with	   the	  organization,	  or	  allocated	  by	  the	  workers.	  Yet	  this	  is	  not	  the	  only	  time	  pricing	   knowledges	   are	   challenged,	   although,	   as	   with	   the	   other	  negotiations	  mentioned	  above,	  these	  are	  frequently	  done	  on	  the	  quiet,	  and	   indicate	   another	   facet	   of	   the	   quiet	   value	   economy	   of	   modern	  charity	  retail.	  	  
5.3.1	  Seeking	  Reprieve	  





reprieve.	  This	   is	  usually	  done	  by	  appealing	  to	  the	  kindness,	  sympathy	  or	   ‘charitability’	   of	   the	   shop	   worker.	   This	   is	   a	   more	   complicated	  negotiation	   than	   merely	   haggling	   down.	   In	   seeking	   reprieve,	   the	  customer	   aims	   to	   be	   ‘let	   off’	   a	   certain	   amount	   by	   the	   shop	   worker,	  either	   because	   of	   personal	   finance	   issues,	   or	   because	   they	   are	   in	   a	  ‘charity	  shop’	  and	  therefore	  discounting	  goods	  is	  or	  requesting	  money	  off	  is	  perceived	  as	  acceptable11.	  The	  latter	  reason	  is	  frequently	  alluded	  to	  during	  the	  process,	  and	  frequently	  it	   is	  coupled	  with	  indignation	  at	  the	  high	  prices	  in	  contemporary	  charity	  shops:	  
“A	  man	  picks	  up	  a	  pair	  of	  mens	  shoes	  from	  the	  window	  display	  and	  says	  
“is	  this	  price	  right?”	  Maria	  says	  “Yeah,	  £24.99.”	  He	  says	  “You	  what?	  That’s	  
ridiculous.	  £24	  for	  a	  pair	  of	  shoes!	  I	  thought	  this	  was	  a	  charity	  shop.””	  
“A	  lady	  who	  has	  been	  browsing	  the	  shop	  for	  a	  while	  comes	  over	  to	  the	  till	  
and	  begins	  quite	  a	  long	  diatribe	  about	  the	  prices	  in	  the	  shop.	  She	  says	  “I	  
know	  it	  isn’t	  down	  to	  you,	  but	  I	  just	  wanted	  to	  say	  I	  think	  some	  things	  in	  
here,	  well,	  a	   lot	  of	   things	  actually,	  are	  really	  overpriced.”[…]	   I	  point	  out	  
that	  the	  manager	  has	  set	  prices	  for	  things	  that	  can’t	  be	  undercharged,	  for	  
instance,	   no	   dress	   is	   sold	   for	   under	   £4.99.	   She	   says	   “I	   know	   but	   it’s	  
madness.	  This	  is	  a	  charity	  shop,	  but	  it’s	  not	  catering	  for	  the	  kind	  of	  people	  
it	  should	  be.	  The	  prices	  are	  more	  than	  they	  would	  be	  for	  new	  things.””	  
-­	  MCR	  Fieldnotes	  	   These	  comments	  were	  extremely	  common	  in	  the	  MCR,	  and	  were	  more	   related	   to	   dissatisfaction	   with	   the	   MCR’s	   lack	   of	   adherence	   to	  ‘traditional’	   charity	   shop	   prices,	   than	   to	   seeking	   reprieve	   from	   high	  prices	   in	   general.	   The	   customers	   are	   complaining	   that	   the	   more	  professionalised	   and	   subsequently	   expensive	   charity	   shop	   is	   lacking	  





the	  characteristics	  they	  feel	  a	  charity	  shop	  ought	  to	  have	  –	  particularly,	  flexible,	  low	  pricing	  that	  is	  more	  responsive	  to	  their	  customer	  spending	  power	  than	  to	  wider	  market	  conditions	  or	  competition.	  The	  entrenched	  belief	   in	   charity	   shops	   providing	   low-­‐cost	   goods	   is	   reinforced	   by	  customers	  who	  challenge	  prices.	  	   Seeking	  reprieve	  occurs	  when	  a	  customer	  attempts	  to	  appeal	  to	  the	  individual	  working	  in	  the	  shop	  to	  ‘let	  them	  off’	  as	  an	  act	  of	  kindness	  or	   social	   obligation.	   Often,	   it	   seems	   to	   be	   related	   to	   the	   customer	  perception	   of	   a	   charity	   shop	   as	   somewhere	   for	   low-­‐priced	   and	  discounted	   goods	   (Williams	   C.	   ,	   2002),	   and	   thus	   eager	   to	  make	   some	  money	  rather	  than	  not	  make	  a	  sale.	  The	  phrase	  ‘I	  only	  have	  £n	  on	  me’	  or	   variations	   of	   this	   are	   used	   by	   customers	   to	   undermine	   the	  bureaucratic	  pricing	  structures	  of	   the	  charity	   shop	  by	  challenging	   the	  pricing	   authority.	   Rather	   than	   expressly	   asking	   for	   a	   discount,	   they	  appeal	  to	  the	  compassionate	  nature	  of	  the	  volunteer	  and	  highlight	  the	  inconvenience	  of	  adhering	  to	  pricing	  rules.	  The	  examples	  below	  show	  how	  commonly	  this	  takes	  places	  in	  the	  MCR:	  
“[A	   customer]	   asks	   Maria	   for	   a	   discount	   at	   the	   till.	   Maria	   has	   already	  
rung	   the	   items	   into	   the	   till	   and	   tells	   the	   woman	   that	   we	   don’t	   do	  
discounts.	   The	   woman	   tries	   to	   pester	   her	   to	   give	   her	   a	   discount,	   and	  
Maria	  stands	  her	  ground.	  The	  woman	  then	  says	  that	  she	  only	  has	  £11	  on	  
her,	   at	   which	   point	   Maria	   gives	   in	   and	   accepts	   it,	   although	   she	   says	  
“You’re	  going	  to	  get	  me	  into	  trouble.””	  





would	   be	   inappropriate	   in	   a	   first	   sector	   retail	   space.	   By	   seeking	  reprieve	  from	  a	  portion	  of	  the	  set	  price,	  the	  customer	  is	  challenging	  the	  set	   prices	   to	   suit	   their	   own	   perception	   of	   how	   a	   charity	   shop	  works,	  and	  undermining	  the	  structural	  elements	  that	  have	  been	  put	  in	  place	  to	  ensure	  efficiency	  and	  standardisation	  of	  prices.	  This	  initially	  evokes	  the	  negative	   response	   from	   the	   manager,	   who	   treats	   the	   challenge	   to	  pricing	   authority	   as	   something	   unwelcome	   and	   out-­‐of-­‐place	   in	   the	  contemporary	   charity	   shop.	   But	   by	   the	   end	   of	   the	   exchange,	   Maria	  permits	   the	   customer-­‐initiated	   discount	   under	   duress,	   though	  highlights	  how	  transgressive	  the	  act	  is	  with	  her	  comment	  about	  ending	  up	   ‘in	   trouble’.	   The	   act	   operates	   again	   through	   the	   quiet	   value	  economy,	  away	  from	  the	  parent	  charity’s	  gaze.	  By	   appealing	   to	   the	   manager’s	   guilt,	   and	   by	   seeking	   reprieve	  from	   the	   cost,	   the	   customer’s	   role	   in	   the	   price	   negotiation	   becomes	  extremely	  powerful:	  
	  M:	  If	  somebody	  poor	  comes	  and	  says	  “Oh,	  could	  you	  let	  me	  have	  that	  for	  2	  
quid	  or	  3	  quid?”	  We’re	  not	  allowed	  to	  do	  that	  are	  we?	  
T:	   So	   from	   your	   personal	   perspective	   then,	   how	   do	   you	   feel	   when	   you	  
have	  to	  do	  that?	  
M:	  Guilty!	  Guilty.	  *laughs*	  […]	  I	  could	  get	  in	  trouble	  for	  that	  as	  well,	  and	  
also,	   if	   you’ve	  done	   it	   once,	   the	  person	  who	   you’re	   doing	   the	   favour	   for	  
expects	  you	  to	  do	  it	  again.	  So	  basically	  I	  don’t	  want	  to	  encourage	  them	  to	  
come	  in	  and	  do	  it	  again.	  And	  not	  just	  with	  me,	  they	  will	  be	  going	  to	  other	  
charity	   shops	   and	   hassling	   their	   staff	   to	   try	   and	   get	   the	   same	   thing,	  
saying	  “Oh	  I	  did	  it	  once,	  why	  can’t	  they	  do	  it	  for	  her?”	  





structures	  that	  occur	  within	  their	  shop,	  but	  also	  aism	  to	  change	  wider	  perceptions	  of	  how	  charity	  shops	  operate	   in	  general.	  The	   ‘guilt’	  Maria	  experiences	   is	   two-­‐fold	   –	   she	   feels	   guilty	   for	   not	   being	   able	   to	   help	  customers	  out,	  and	  also	  because	  of	  her	  allegiance	  to	  the	  parent	  charity,	  her	  job,	  and	  the	  image	  of	  the	  sector.	  Mentioning	  the	  other	  actors	  within	  this	   space:	   her	   co-­‐workers	   and	   staff	   in	   other	   charity	   shops,	  universalises	  the	  issue.	  	   But	  as	  well	  as	  being	  seen	  by	  some	  customers	  as	  normative	  in	  the	  charity	   shop	  environment,	   seeking	   reprieve	   from	  paying	   set	  prices	   in	  charity	   shops	   risks	   certain	   social	   repercussions,	   as	   described	   by	   a	  regular	   customer	   in	   the	   IHR	   following	   her	   observing	   somebody	  attempting	  to	  haggle:	  
“I	   think	   it’s	   terrible	   when	   people	   haggle.	   You	   wouldn’t	   haggle	   with	  
someone	   if	  you	  were	  giving	  them	  a	  donation.	  Or	   if	  you	  were	  sponsoring	  
them	  for	  a	  sponsored	  run!	  You	  wouldn’t	   say…	  “Minimum	  donation	  £5….	  
Hmm,	  with	  you	  take	  £2.50?”	  It’s	  for	  charity,	  for	  God’s	  sake!”	  





difficulties	   faced	   by	   charity	   shops	   at	   sustaining	   their	   existence	   in	   an	  economic	  environment	  that	  is	  constantly	  challenged	  on	  relatively	  small	  issues	  such	  as	  this.	  	  
5.3.2	  Haggling	  Up	  
	  Because	   of	   the	   general	   pricing	  mutability	   in	   charity	   shops,	   there	   are	  occasional	   instances	  of	   ‘haggling	  up’:	  a	  process	   in	  which	  the	  customer	  acknowledges	   that	   the	   value	   of	   an	   item	   is	   more	   than	   what	   is	   being	  asked	  for	  it,	  and	  tells	  the	  shop	  workers	  as	  much.	  Sometimes,	  they	  were	  observed	   insisting	  on	  paying	  more,	  or	  making	  an	  additional	  donation.	  This	   value	   negotiation	   not	   only	   tells	   us	   about	   the	   role	   the	   parent	  charity	   element	   plays	   in	   charity	   shopping	   participation,	   how	   this	  differs	   from	   shopping	   in	   privately	   owned	   shopping	   spaces,	   and	   how	  valuation	   and	  worth	   is	   negotiated	   collaboratively	   in	   the	   charity	   shop	  space.	  Previous	  charity	  shop	  literature	  has	  neglected	  the	  issue	  entirely.	  Haggling	   up	   remains	   a	  wholly	   anomalous	   pricing	   negotiation,	   unique	  within	   the	   field	   of	   alternative	   retail,	   subtly	   executed	   and	   inextricably	  linked	  to	  the	  concept	  of	  ‘charity’.	  To	   haggle	   a	   price	   ‘up’	   is	   uncommon	   under	   general	  circumstances.	  One	  does	  not	  go	  into	  Argos	  and	  insist	  on	  paying	  £20	  for	  an	   £18	   kettle.	   	   However,	   the	   presence	   of	   the	   charitable	   cause	   in	   the	  equation	  means	  that	  customers	  are	  investing	  not	  only	  in	  the	  purchase	  itself,	   but	   in	   the	   benefit	   of	   those	   receiving	   the	   charity.	   If	   a	   customer	  knows	  the	  value	  of	  an	  item,	  either	  through	  its	  price	  tag	  in	  the	  shop,	  or	  their	  own	  value	  knowledge,	  the	  phenomenon	  of	  insisting	  on	  paying	  at	  





other	   customer-­‐initiated	   price	   negotiations	   do.	   It	   also	   indicates	   an	  affinity	   between	   the	   customer	   and	   the	   cause,	   to	   the	   extent	   that	   they	  believe	  they	  themselves	  should	  contribute	  more	  to	  the	  exchange.	  The	   researcher	   found	   herself	   on	   the	   receiving	   end	   of	   such	  comments,	   indicating	  a	  great	  deal	  about	  the	  mixed	  feelings	  customers	  have	  towards	  pricing	  knowledge	  in	  the	  charity	  shop:	  	  
“A	   lady	   brings	   a	   hat	   from	   the	   stand	   over	   to	   the	   till,	   and	   we	   discuss	  
whether	   or	   not	   we	   believe	   it	   is	   real	   fur.	   Authenticity	   of	   items	   is	   often	  
questioned	  in	  both	  charity	  shops.	  She	  goes	  to	  pay	  for	  it,	  and	  I	  tell	  her	  it’s	  
£1	  (as	  all	  items	  on	  the	  stand	  are	  £1).	  The	  lady	  says,	  “No,	  it	  says	  £3.”	  And	  
shows	  me	  a	  tag	  [which	  has	  been	  detached]	  which	  indeed	  does	  say	  £3.	  She	  
insists	   I	   take	   the	   full	   price	   and	   says,	   “It	   is	   real	   fur	   after	   all,	   I	   think	   you	  
should	  take	  £3!””	  





“One	  gentleman	  buys	  a	  shirt,	  and	  afterwards	  just	  hands	  me	  £1.	  As	  I	  stand	  
looking	  at	   it,	  Dereck	   says	   to	  me	   “It’s	   a	  donation	   for	   the	  box.	  He	  always	  
does	  it.””	  
-­	  IHR	  Fieldnotes	  
“A	  gentleman	  comes	   in	  and	  buys	  a	  blue	   teeshirt.	  When	  paying	   for	   it,	  he	  
pays	  with	  a	  tenner	  and	  gets	  £6.01	  change.	  He	  gives	  me	  the	  fiver	  […]	  and	  
he	  explains	  “I’ve	  got	  a	  bit	  of	  a	  gambling	  problem.	  So	  whenever	  I	  have	  a	  
win,	  I	  just	  give	  it	  here.	  Rather	  than	  gamble	  it	  away	  again	  you	  know!””	  





also	  highlights	  how	  the	  theme	  of	  ‘charity	  as	  fundraiser’	  is	  potent	  to	  the	  customer,	   in	   contrast	   to	   the	   previous	   theme	   of	   ‘charity	   as	   cut-­‐price,	  community	   service’	   indicated	   by	   some	   of	   the	   customers	   who	   were	  ‘Seeking	  Reprieve’.	  	   Already	   it	   has	   been	   evidenced	   that	   pricing	   decisions	   in	   both	  shops	   was	   inconsistent	   and	   responsive	   to	   input,	   in	   spite	   of	   the	   set	  pricing	  structures.	  It	  was	  clearly	  observable	  in	  the	  research	  how	  often	  other	   actors	   in	   the	   shop	   space	   temper	   and	   moderate	   managerial	  authority	   over	   pricing.	   Ultimately:	   an	   agreement	   must	   be	   reached	  between	  customer	  and	   the	  worker	  who	   is	   setting	   the	  prices,	   in	  order	  for	   any	   transaction	   to	   take	   place.	   As	   has	   been	   noted	   earlier	   in	   this	  thesis	   and	   in	  work	   by	  Gregson,	   Brooks	  &	  Crewe	   (2000)	   and	  Gregson	  and	  Crewe	  (2003)	  charity	  shop	  stock	  lends	  itself	  to	  value	  disputes	  due	  to	   the	   second-­‐hand	   nature	   of	   the	   stock	   sold.	   These	   goods	   may	   have	  flaws,	   be	   soiled,	   damaged,	   missing	   parts;	   they	   are	   as	   irregular	   in	  physical	  nature	  as	   they	  are	   in	   supply.	  Therefore,	   the	   final	  negotiation	  discussed	  here	   is	   that	  of	  arbitrating	   the	  wear	  and	   tear	  of	  used	  goods,	  through	  the	  collaboration	  of	  workers	  and	  customers.	  	  
5.4	  Wear	  &	  Tear	  Arbitration	  	  	   The	   different	   negotiations	   depicted	   in	   Figure	   7	   represent	   the	  arbitration	   of	   value	   between	   the	   worker	   and	   the	   customer.	   This	  process	   endeavours	   to	   establish	   a	   tentative	   equilibrium	   of	   the	  oppositional	   ideologies	  represented	  within	   the	  nexus	  of	  altruistic	  and	  profit	  motives.	  	  	   The	   successful	   resolution	   of	   a	   negotiation	   through	   agreement,	  and	   a	   collaboration	   of	   social	   and	   profit-­‐orientations,	   is	   described	   as	  





negotiation	   that	   unites	   certain	   troublesome	   characteristics	   of	   the	  charity	   shop	   (and	   second-­‐hand	   shopping	   in	   general)	   that	   have	   been	  touched	  upon	  by	  previous	  authors:	  
• The	   pre-­‐used	   and	   factory-­‐second	   nature	   of	   the	   stock,	   and	   an	  understanding	  that	  this	  may	  mean	  faults,	  wear	  or	  missing	  parts	  (Crewe	   et	   al.,	   2003;	   Gregson	   &	   Crewe,	   2003;	   Gregson	   et	   al.,	  2000;	  Horne	  &	  Broadbridge,	  1995)	  
• The	   (presumed)	   flexibility	   of	   the	   prices	   (Appadurai,	   1986;	  Thomson,	  1979)	  





question	  the	  rationalised	  pricing	  structures	  evidenced,	  in	  particular,	  in	  the	  MCR:	  
“A	  lady	  calls	  me	  over	  to	  where	  she’s	  trying	  on	  shoes.	  She	  asks	  how	  
much	  a	  pair	   are,	   and	   I	   look	  at	   the	   other	  pairs	   for	   examples	   of	   prices.	   I	  
note	   that	  most	   other	  pairs	   are	  about	  4.99-­5.99	  and	   so	   say	   “£4.99”.	   The	  
man	   who	   is	   with	   her	   says	   “£4.99	   for	   them?	   The	   heel	   is	   all	   messed	   up.	  
They’re	   only	  worth	   about	   £3	   at	   the	  most.”	   She	   takes	   the	   shoes	   off	   and	  
shows	  me	   the	   damage.	   The	   soles	   on	   the	   shoes	   are	   okay,	   but	   the	   patent	  
leather	   on	   the	   stiletto	   heel	   of	   both	   shoes	   is	   damaged.	   The	  woman	   says	  
“Will	   she	   sell	   them	   for	   £3?”	   I	   tell	   her	   that	  Maria	   doesn’t	   generally	   give	  
discounts,	  and	  noticing	  the	  brand	  is	  Marks	  and	  Spencer	  I	  tell	  her	  that	  the	  
brand	  makes	  them	  worth	  a	  bit	  more.	  The	  man	  says	  “well	  will	  you	  ask	  her	  
if	  she’ll	  do	  it	  for	  these?”	  
	  I	  phone	  Maria	  and	  tell	  her	  about	  the	  people	  asking	  and	  she	  says	  “Well	  we	  
don’t	   discount	   the	   prices;	   they’re	   set	   for	   a	   reason.”	   I	   tell	   her	   about	   the	  
problem	  with	  the	  heel	  and	  describe	  the	  shoe	  to	  her.	  She	  says	  “Okay,	   tell	  
them	   if	   they	  want,	   they	   can	   have	   them	   for	   £3.	   I	   know	  which	   shoes	   you	  
mean	  and	  they	  are	  a	  bit	  knackered.””	  





	   Sometimes	   this	   occurs	   without	   the	   customer	   buying	   the	   item,	  but	  merely	  ‘advising’	  the	  staff	  in	  store	  about	  a	  suspected	  pricing	  failure.	  	  	  
“The	  Betty	  Barclay	  bag	  in	  store	  has	  still	  not	  yet	  sold,	  despite	  being	  there	  
for	  2	  weeks	  priced	  at	  £99.99.	  One	  customer	  asks	  me	  to	  get	   it	  down,	  and	  
speculates	  that	  it	  isn’t	  real	  leather	  as	  “it	  doesn’t	  smell	  like	  it.”	  Maria	  asks	  
me	  to	  look	  on	  Google	  when	  I’m	  at	  home	  to	  see	  if	  we’ve	  overpriced	  it.”	  
-­	  MCR	  Fieldnotes	  	   As	   the	   above	   excerpt	   indicates,	   the	   charity	   shop	   is	   unique	   in	  retaining	  the	  flexibility	  of	  its	  pricing	  boundaries,	   in	  spite	  of	  the	  claims	  from	   previous	   authors	   that	   charity	   shops	   are	   now	   required	   to	  commercialise	   (Gregson	   et	   al.,	   2002)	   or	   trade	   up	   (Horne	  &	  Maddrell,	  2002)	   in	   order	   to	   remain	   competitive	   in	   the	   contemporary	  marketplace.	  The	  process	  of	  commercialisation	  is	  ostensibly	  challenged	  by	  the	  nuances	  of	  value	  arbitration	  such	  as	   this,	  which	  are	  granted	  at	  the	  discretion	  of	  the	  individual	  manager.	  	  Sometimes	  discount	  requests	  between	  the	  staff	  member	  and	  the	  customer	   aren’t	   always	   successful,	   yet	   the	   member	   of	   staff	   and	   the	  customer	   reach	   an	   agreement	   about	   the	   price	   of	   the	   item.	   The	   initial	  attempt	  at	  haggling	  is	  tentative,	  as	  if	  asking	  a	  favour;	  when	  declined	  it	  is	   dismissed	   as	   unimportant	   fault,	   or	   even	   a	   valuation	   error	   on	   their	  own	  behalf:	  
“A	   lady	   brings	   a	   Dorothy	   Perkins	   GIK	   top	   to	   the	   counter	   and	   says	   “I	  
wanted	  to	  buy	  this,	  but	  it	  has	  a	  rip	  in	  it.”	  She	  shows	  me	  the	  tear,	  which	  is	  
quite	  large,	  down	  the	  left	  hand	  side	  seam.	  She	  asks,	  “I	  don’t	  suppose	  they	  
could	  do	  anything	  about	  this	  could	  they?”	   I	  have	  a	   look	  at	  the	  top	  but	   I	  





according	   to	   their	   faults.	   I	   tell	   the	  woman	  this	  and	  she	  agrees	   to	  buy	   it	  
full	  price	  anyway.	   I	  notice	   she	  doesn’t	  explicitly	  ask	   for	  a	  discount,	  as	   if	  
she	  thinks	  thats	  too	  cheeky?	  Also	  when	  she	  agrees	  to	  pay	  full	  price	  for	  it,	  
she	  makes	  excuses	  like	  “Oh	  i	  could	  easily	  sew	  it	  up	  anyway.”	  And	  the	  girl	  
with	  her	  says,	  “yeah	  you	  won’t	  even	  notice	  it.	  It’s	  only	  the	  seam”.”	  
	  
“[A	   customer	   brings	   over	   an	   item	   and]	   says	   “Hi.	   I	   know	   it’s	   only	   £5	  
anyway	   but	   I	   was	   wondering,	   would	   they	   knock	   anything	   off	   the	  
price...it’s	  missing	  a	  row	  of	  sequins	  just	  here.”	  She	  shows	  me	  a	  line	  along	  
the	   top	   of	   the	   shoulder	   of	   a	   jumper	   she’s	   holding.	   I	   take	   it	   off	   her	   and	  
examine	   it,	   then	   explain	   that	   both	   shoulders	   are	   the	   same	  and	   that	  we	  
don’t	   generally	   discount	   items	   for	   faults	   anyway.	   She	   says,	   “Oh,	   I	  must	  
have	  been	  wearing	  it	  lopsidedly	  then,	  it	  looked	  different	  on	  one	  shoulder.”	  	  





I	   hold	   up	   a	   top	   and	   say,	   “This	   has	   a	   stain	   on	   it.	   What	   do	   you	   think?”	  
[Hilda,	   a	   volunteer]	   says,	   “Well,	   I	   wouldn’t	   get	   rid	   of	   it.	   I’m	   not	   like	  
Derreck.	  I	  think	  there	  are	  people	  out	  there	  that	  would	  want	  it,	  if	  only	  for	  
50p.	  Sometimes	  you	  want	  something	  cheap	  to	  do	  housework	  in,	  or	  DIY.	  It	  
doesn’t	  matter	  if	  it	  has	  a	  little	  stain.”	  
	  
“We	  wanted	  for	  ages	  to	  have	  a	  discount	  rail	  –	  you	  know,	  every	  one	  50p.	  
Just	  to	  get	  rid	  of	  it.	  There’s	  no	  point	  it	  sitting	  on	  the	  rails	  for	  10	  weeks	  at	  
£3	  when	  no	  one	  wants	  it.	  But	  Derreck	  doesn’t	  like	  it.	  No	  idea	  why.	  Maybe	  
he	  doesn’t	  want	  to	  maintain	  it.”	  [Juliet,	  a	  volunteer]	  
-­	  IHR	  Fieldnotes	  During	  the	  entire	  observation,	  the	  researcher	  does	  not	  observe	  a	   single	   attempt	   at	   haggling	   or	   value	   negotiation	   with	   Derreck	   –	  perhaps	  due	   to	  him	  being	  well	   known	  amongst	   the	   local	  patrons.	  His	  authority	   goes	   mostly	   unchallenged,	   except	   occasionally	   by	   long	  standing	   volunteers	   like	   Steve,	   who	   was	   mentioned	   earlier	   in	   this	  chapter	   as	   having	   the	   jurisdiction	   to	   offer	   discounts	   because	   he	   has	  worked	  at	  the	  IHR	  longer	  than	  Derreck	  himself.	  	  Value	  arbitration	  over	  things	  like	  object	  faults	  or	  missing	  parts	  aspires	   to	   the	   ‘customer	   is	   always	   right’	   ideology	   that	   is	   favoured	   by	  first-­‐hand	   commercial	   organisations.	   Although	   the	   process	   seems	  unstructured	  at	  first	  glance,	  in	  fact	  the	  procedure	  that	  volunteers,	  paid	  workers	   and	   customers	   follow	   is	   acknowledged	   in	   most	   sales	  environments	   as	   being	   conventional.	   Take	   the	   negotiation	   process	  documented	  below,	  regarding	  a	  customer	  who	  is	  interested	  in	  buying	  a	  GIK	  top	  made	  by	  Bench:	  
“[…]	  She	  notices	  a	  stain	  on	  the	  sleeve	  (the	  stain	  looks	  faded,	  therefore	  not	  





noticeable.	  She	  asks	  me	  if	  we	  can	  do	  it	  ‘any	  cheaper’	  due	  to	  the	  stain.	  I	  tell	  
her	  I’ll	  ask	  Maria,	  and	  phone	  upstairs.”	  
-­	  MCR	  Fieldnotes	  	   This	   exchange	   between	   the	   researcher/volunteer	   and	   the	  customer	  would	  not	  be	  out	  of	  place	  in	  a	  first-­‐hand	  shop	  –	  nor	  would	  the	  requirement	  for	  a	  ‘superior’	  to	  confirm	  that	  the	  price	  can	  be	  negotiated.	  However:	  
“Maria	  tells	  me	  “I	  know	  it’s	  stained,	  but	   it’s	   the	  brand.	   It’s	  Bench,	  so	   it’s	  
still	  £9.99	  even	  with	  the	  stain.””	  





dependent	   and	   is	   not	   bureaucratically	   enforced	   by	   systematic	  procedures	  in	  the	  way	  a	  first-­‐hand	  organisation	  may	  do	  so.	  	  	  




















professional	  development	  of	   charity	   is	  mediated	   through	   the	  peculiar	  ties	   it	   has	   to	   formal	   institutions	   and	   the	   state,	   and	   the	   invisible	  hierarchical	  nuances	  that	  enable	  these.	  	  
Informal	   Formal	   State	  
	  	   	  Paid	  workers	   	  	  Volunteers	   	  New	  Deal	  Partnership	  Workers	  	   	  Community	  Service	  Workers	  	  
Figure	  8:	  Worker	  obligations	  	  	   Charity	  shop	  workers	  in	  the	  two	  case	  studies	  can	  be	  categorised	  using	   the	   table	   above.	   They	   operate	   either	   under	   formal	   or	   informal	  





‘instrumental	  volunteers’	  (Edgell,	  2006,	  p.	  175)	  who	  are	  offering	  their	  time	  in	  the	  hope	  of	  gaining	  skills	  or	  experience12.	  	  	   Paid	   employees,	   including	   managers,	   shop	   assistants	   and	  delivery	  drivers	  can	  be	  described	  as	  working	  under	   formal	  obligation;	  they	  have	  contracts	  with	  the	  parent	  charity,	  which	  distinguishes	  their	  roles	   and	   gives	   them	   a	   specific	   purpose	   within	   the	   organisation.	  	  Additionally,	   Job	   Centre	   workers	   (henceforth	   described	   as	   New	   Deal	  Partnership	   workers	   or	   NDPWs)	   work	   under	   formal	   obligation	   too,	  though	   their	   obligation	   is	   twofold	   –	   to	   a	   state	   service	   (the	   benefits	  agency	   that	   pays	   their	   support)	   and	   the	   charity	   they	   have	   been	  allocated	  to	  work	  for.	  	  	   Community	  service	  workers	  (henceforth	  CSWs)	  are	  required	  to	  complete	   their	   work	   due	   to	   another	   set	   of	   dichotomous	   formal	  obligations:	   there	   is	   a	   legal	   (state)	  obligation	   that	   is	   sanctioned	   by	   a	  court	   order,	   but	   they	   too	   are	   contracted	   to	   that	   specific	   charity	   shop	  and	   must	   turn	   up	   and	   fulfil	   set	   hours	   there	   with	   work	   that	   is	  satisfactory	   to	   the	   charity.	   In	   relation	   to	   NDPWs	   and	   CSWs,	   the	  involvement	   of	   governmental	   agencies	   and	   ‘public’	   issues	  (unemployment	   benefit	   and	   criminal	   proceedings)	   again	   indicates	  charity	   shops’	   dependence	   upon	   the	   shadow	   state.	   This	   issue	   of	  intersectoral	  crossovers	  will	  be	  explored	  in	  detail	  in	  Chapter	  7.	  	  	   It	   is	   helpful	   to	   think	   of	   those	   who	   operate	   under	   any	   formal	  obligations	   as	   transactionally	   obligated:	   they	   either	   receive	   payment,	  formally	   (paid	   employees	   and	   NDPWs)	   or	   they	   are	   paying	   a	   societal	  debt	   through	   the	   work	   they	   do	   (CSWs).	   For	   volunteers,	   there	   is	   no	  formal	   transactional	   exchange	   or	   contract.	   However,	   they	   may	   be	  bound	   by	   a	   ‘psychological	   contract’	   (Rousseau,	   1995),	   an	   implicit	  















The	  Multiple	  Charity	  Retailer	  Hierarchy	  	   	  	  
	  	  




































The	  Independent	  Hospice	  Retailer	  Hierarchy	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  


















6.1	  Hierarchy	  of	  Duration	  of	  Service	  
	  	   A	   clear	   divide	   was	   acted	   out	   between	   the	   responsibilities,	  authority	  and	  trust	  delegated	  to	  different	  volunteers,	  depending	  upon	  how	   long	   they	   had	   worked	   in	   the	   shop.	   It	   did	   not	   necessarily	  correspond	   with	   how	   much	   experience	   or	   knowledge	   the	   volunteer	  had;	   it	   was	   more	   about	   Derreck	   developing	   a	   confidence	   in	   your	  abilities	   –	   in	   particular	   in	   relation	   to	   pricing	   knowledges.	   This	   was	  echoed	   by	   the	   sentiments	   of	   another	   volunteer	   when	   discussing	   the	  value	  judgements	  made	  on	  goods:	  	  
T:	  I	  think	  Derreck	  would	  overrule	  me	  in	  my	  thoughts	  of	  value	  here…	  
S:	   That	  would	   depend	   if	   you	   took	   on	   a	   job	   here	   on	   a	  more	   permanent	  
basis.	   As	   a	   volunteer,	   he	  may	   consult	   you	   […]	   so	   long	   as	   he	   didn’t	   feel	  





“Tamsin	  tells	  me	  to	  fill	  the	  bric-­a-­brac	  shelves	  with	  ‘gifts’.	  She	  brings	  out	  
lots	  of	  boxed,	  new	  goodies	  –	  make	  up	  cases,	  body	  products,	  gift	  sets,	  and	  
so	  on.	  I	  am	  left	  to	  price	  them	  all,	  as	  she	  says,	  “I	  don’t	  know	  how	  much	  they	  
should	  go	  for	  really.”	   I	   feel	  slightly	  uneasy	  as	   I	  don’t	   think	  Derreck	   likes	  
the	   idea	   of	  me	   pricing	   things.	   One	   thing	   I	   notice	   is	   I	   find	  myself	   down-­
pricing	  items,	  as	  opposed	  to	  at	  [the	  MCR]	  where	  I	  put	  the	  highest	  amount	  
I	  feel	  I	  could	  feasibly	  ask.	  I	  almost	  feel	  bad	  about	  this.”	  	  





of	   the	   length	   of	   service	   –	   especially	   considering	   the	   temporality	   of	  many	   of	   the	   volunteers,	   CSWs	   and	   even	   the	   assistant	  manager	   at	   the	  MCR	   –	   many	   of	   whom	   did	   not	   remain	   for	   the	   entirety	   of	   the	  observation	  period.	  The	  extent	  of	  the	  hierarchies	  displayed	  in	  the	  two	  shops	  actually	  extends	  beyond	   the	   shop	   floor,	   and	   in	  both	   cases	   there	   is	   input	   from	  the	   higher	  management	   of	   the	   charity	   as	   to	   the	   running	   of	   the	   shop,	  including	  area	  and	  regional	  managers	  (MCR	  specifically)	  and	  even	  the	  Chief	  Executive	  (IHR).	  The	  involvement	  of	  extended	  formal	  hierarchies	  play	  a	  predominant	  role	  in	  the	  increasing	  professionalisation	  of	  charity	  shops	  according	  to	  Parsons	  &	  Broadbridge	  (2007);	  yet	  the	  flexibility	  of	  the	   non-­‐formal	   hierarchical	   structures	   that	   manifests	   organically	  amongst	   the	   workers	   in	   the	   shop	   who	   are	   not	   under	   contractual	  obligation	   separates	   charity	   shops	   from	   the	   routinely	   fixed	   work	  structuring	  of	  first-­‐hand	  commercial	  retail	  outlets.	  	  Whilst	  these	  hierarchies	  are	  variable	  and	  the	  divisive	  elements	  numerous,	   the	   structures	   of	   informal	   conditions	   are	   based	   on	   two	  concrete	   categories	   of	   obligation,	   which	   differ	   from	   the	  contractual/formal	   obligations	   of	   paid	   employees.	   These	   have	   been	  termed	  the	  conscientious	  (adherence	  to	  the	  charity’s	  authority)	  and	  the	  





6.2	  Informal	  Obligations	  	  It	  is	  worthwhile	  to	  begin	  this	  discussion	  of	  informal	  obligations	  with	   a	   caveat:	   if	   paid	   employees	   (encompassing	   managers,	   assistant	  managers,	  till	  workers,	  and	  even	  outsourced	  staff	  like	  delivery	  drivers	  or	   recycling	   operatives)	   operate	   under	   a	   formal	   obligation	   that	   is	  underwritten	  by	  a	  contract	  with	  the	  charity,	  formal	  conditions	  can	  still	  apply	   to	   a	   lesser	   degree	   to	   the	   workers	   that	   work	   under	   informal	  obligations	   in	   charity	   shops.	   As	   a	   rule,	   all	   obligations	   apply	   in	   some	  regard	   to	   every	   charity	   shop	   worker,	   yet	   it	   is	   the	   predominant	  





towards	  creating	  use	  value	  and	  exchange	  value	   in	  an	  object.	  Consider	  the	   Marxist	   clause	   that	   states	   that	   profit	   is	   just	   another	   word	   for	  surplus	   taken	   from	   labourers.	   If	   true,	   then	   expansion	   in	   the	   charity	  shop	  sector	  can	  be	  directly	  attributed	  to	  increased	  profits,	  according	  to	  Marx’s	  notion	  of	  growth:	  
“To	  say	  that	  the	  worker	  has	  an	   interest	   in	  the	  rapid	  grown	  of	  capital	   is	  
only	   to	   say	   that	   the	   more	   rapidly	   the	   worker	   increases	   the	   wealth	   of	  
others,	   the	   richer	  will	  be	   the	   crumbs	   that	   fall	   to	  him,	   the	  greater	   is	   the	  
number	  of	  workers	   that	   can	  be	   employed	  and	   called	   into	   existence,	   the	  
more	  can	  the	  mass	  of	  slaves	  dependent	  on	  capital	  be	  increased”	  	  
(Marx,	  2007[1867],	  212)	  Yet	   in	   the	   context	   of	   the	   charity	   shop,	   0%	   of	   profits	   go	   to	   the	  volunteers.	   Formal	   contract	   workers	   may	   benefit	   through	   wage	  increases,	  promotions	  or	  bonuses.	  Ostensibly,	  volunteers	  will	  see	  only	  intangible	   and	   distant	   pay	   offs	   for	   their	   labour	   in	   the	   future	  developments	  of	  the	  parent	  charity.	  Therefore,	  charity	  shop	  volunteers	  can	   be	   seen	   as	   operating	   under	   a	   different	   obligation	   within	   shop	  hierarchies	   to	   those	   under	  waged	   and	   contractual	   (therefore	   formal)	  obligations.	   The	   first	   of	   these	   is	   a	   conscientious	   obligation;	   that	   is,	   a	  sense	  of	  duty	  to	  the	  cause.	  	  
6.3	  Conscientious	  &	  Collaborative	  Obligations	  	  
	  





a	   local	   convent	   in	  setting	  up	   the	  charity,	  and	  also	   the	  presence	  of	   the	  nun	  as	  a	  volunteer.	  Formal	  institutions	  such	  as	  religious	  organisations	  have	   strong	   links	  with	   the	   nascence	   of	   our	   present	   understanding	   of	  charity	  (Horne	  &	  Maddrell,	  2002,	  p.	  17).	  	  But	  even	  in	  the	  MCR	  and	  other	  charities	  without	  direct	  religious	  affiliation,	   there	   is	  still	  a	  sense	  of	  having	  a	   ‘duty’	   to	  perform	  the	  tasks	  given	   to	   volunteers,	   in	   spite	   of	   the	   lack	   of	   input	   from	   a	   religious	  institution,	  something	  that	  spurs	  the	  individual	  to	  work	  collaboratively	  to	   earn	   money	   for	   the	   cause.	   The	   researcher’s	   fieldnotes	   indicate	   at	  several	  points	  a	  feeling	  of	  obligation,	  as	  a	  volunteer,	  to	  act	  as	  one	  would	  in	   paid	   employment	   and	   take	   on	   the	   regulations	   that	   paid	   staff	   are	  restricted	  by:	  
“I	  feel	  like	  my	  [major]	  role	  in	  the	  shop	  is	  to	  ‘hold	  fort’	  while	  [Maria]	  gets	  
paper	  work	  done	  upstairs.	   Therefore,	  when	   I	   go	   on	  my	   lunch,	   although	  
technically	  I	  can	  take	  as	  long	  as	  I	  like,	  I	  am	  preventing	  her	  from	  getting	  
work	  done	  as	  she	  has	  to	  mind	  the	  till.	  Therefore,	  I	  am	  always	  conscious	  of	  
how	   long	   I	   take,	   even	   though	   I	   know	   I	   am	   not	   obliged	   to	   wait	   for	  my	  
lunch.	  “	  
-­	  MCR	  Fieldnotes	  On	  the	  same	  day,	  the	  researcher	  also	  notes:	  
“…	  when	  Maria	  was	  on	  lunch	  I	  called	  up	  to	  ask	  if	  I	  could	  go	  on	  mine,	  and	  
was	  snapped	  at	  (in	  a	  jovial	  way)	  as	  Maria	  said	  “I’ve	  only	  JUST	  gone	  on	  my	  










2. An	   alert	   to	   the	   threat	   of	   ‘letting	   the	   team	   down’	   thus	  decreasing	   the	   social	   cohesion	   present	   amongst	   workers	  (collaborative)	  	   Part	   of	   the	   psychological	   contract	   of	   informal	   obligation	   is	   the	  voluntary	  acceptance	  of	  authority	  (Fox,	  1971,	  p.35)	  particularly	  when	  the	   incentive	   of	  money	   is	   removed	   from	   the	   equation,	   as	   is	   the	   case	  with	  volunteers.	  Thus,	  both	  Maria	  and	  Derreck	  have	  (Mead,	  1934)	  no	  need	   to	   state	   rules	   regarding	   arrival	   times	   or	   lunch	   breaks	   –	   their	  authority	  is	  underwritten	  by	  their	  hierarchical	  position.	  This	  is	  also	  the	  case	  with	  more	  experienced	  volunteers	  in	  the	  IHR,	  as	   in	  the	  following	  example:	  
“I	  arrive	  a	  little	  bit	  late	  and	  make	  some	  excuses.	  Derreck	  says	  “I	  thought	  
we’d	   lost	   you	   for	   a	   second!”	   Rose	   [a	   volunteer]	   asks	   me	   “Did	   you	  
oversleep.”	   I	   feel	   terrible,	   and	   although	   they	   don’t	   seem	   annoyed	  
necessarily,	  I	  make	  sure	  I	  work	  extra	  hard	  that	  day	  so	  they	  don’t	  think	  I	  
am	  lazy.”	  
“Rose	   is	   quite	   poorly	   today.	   She	   doesn’t	   make	   much	   conversation	   and	  
when	   I	   ask	   her	   what’s	   wrong	   she	   tells	   me	   “I	   have	   been	   full	   of	   cold	   all	  
week.	  And	  with	  this	  problem	  with	  my	  lungs,	  it’s	  so	  hard	  to	  breathe.”	  I	  tell	  
her	  to	  go	  home	  and	  she	  says	  “No	  I	  can’t,	  I’d	  have	  to	  leave	  Derreck	  on	  his	  
own	  and	  I	  won’t	  do	  that.”	  I	  tell	  her	  I’ll	  be	  here	  until	  four-­ish,	  and	  she	  says	  
“Well	   maybe	   I’ll	   leave	   early	   then.”	   She	   still	   hasn’t	   left	   when	   I	   leave	   at	  
4:10pm.”	  





collaborative	  obligations	  that	  within	  commercial	  business	  might	  simply	  be	   labelled	   as	   ‘teamwork’,	   but	   in	   the	   charity	   shop	   also	   represent	   a	  group	  consensus	  on	  the	  drive	  to	  achieve	  organisational	  social	  capital.	  	  In	   the	  case	  of	   informal	  obligation	  by	  volunteers,	  Mauss’	   (1966:	  13-­‐14)	  depiction	  of	   the	  desire	   to	   ‘outgive’	  others,	  or	  more	  specifically	  in	  this	  instance,	  not	  to	  be	  ‘outgiven’,	  can	  also	  come	  into	  play.	  Therefore,	  the	  gift	  of	  a	  volunteer’s	  time	  and	  effort	  is	  an	  unspoken	  standard	  which	  the	   volunteer	   is	   obliged	   to	   living	   up	   to	   –	   as	  Whithear	   (1999,	   p.	   119)	  points	   out,	   volunteers	   in	   the	   future	   will	   be	   increasingly	   required	   to	  provide	   tangible	   ‘worth’	   as	   well	   as	   providing	   ‘effort’.	   Due	   to	   the	  collaborative	  nature	  of	  volunteering	  as	  a	  social	  activity	  with	  the	  aim	  of	  helping	  others,	  the	  perceived	  value	  of	  a	  volunteer	  is	  something	  that	  is	  accountable	  by	  the	  other	  workers	  in	  the	  shop	  space.	  Social	   judgments	  and	   sanctions	   are	   made	   towards	   those	   who	   are	   not	   seen	   as	   pulling	  their	   weight,	   who	   jeopardize	   the	   collective	   goal	   that	   workers	   are	  striving	   towards.	   One	   does	   not	   want	   to,	   as	   Rousseau	   (1995)	   would	  term	   it,	   ‘violate’	   their	   psychological	   contract	   unwittingly.	   Thus,	   as	   is	  clear	  in	  the	  exchange	  with	  volunteer	  Rose	  above,	  those	  working	  under	  informal	  obligations	  monitor	  themselves,	  and	  also	  the	  actions	  of	  others,	  to	   ensure	   the	   collective	   goal	   is	   maintained	   and	   social	   capital	  maintained.	  	  One	   major	   issue,	   also	   identified	   as	   a	   future	   problem	   by	  Whithear	   (1999,	   p.	   119)	   with	   the	   valuing	   of	   informal	   work	   and	   the	  adherence	   to	   psychological	   contracts	   is	   their	   juxtaposition	   with	   paid	  contractual	   workers.	   Juliet,	   a	   volunteer	   at	   the	   IHR	   who	   fills	   in	   as	   a	  temporary	  unpaid	  manager	  when	  paid	  manager	  Derreck	  is	  on	  holiday,	  feels	  strongly	  about	  what	  she	  sees	  as	  Derreck’s	  lack	  of	  effort:	  
“He	  does	  the	  bare	  minimum	  he	  has	  to	  but	  he	  could	  do	  so	  much	  more.	  You	  
know,	  he	  won’t	  respond	  to	  ideas	  […]	  but	  for	  £20	  grand	  a	  year	  he	  should	  





	  –	  IHR	  Fieldnotes	  	   Group	   sanctions	   upon	   volunteers	   are	   more	   acute	   in	   the	   IHR	  because	  their	  longitudinal	  nature:	  they	  are	  a	  strong	  group	  of	  long-­‐term	  volunteers,	   some	  of	  whom	  have	  been	   in	   service	   since	  before	  Derreck	  arrived	  9	  years	  ago.	   	  Therefore,	   there	  exists	  a	  collaborative	  obligation	  towards	  helping	  each	  other	  out,	  as	  well	  as	  helping	  the	  cause	  –	  and	  this	  is	   viewed	   by	   the	   volunteers	   as	   lucrative	   business	   behaviour.	   This	   is	  exhibited	   in	   the	   excerpt	   from	   volunteer	   Steve	   below,	   where	   he	  describes	  Derreck’s	  minimal	  enthusiasm	  for	  new	  ideas:	  	  
“S:	  […]	  When	  Derreck’s	  away,	  one	  of	  the	  volunteers	  runs	  the	  shop,	  and	  she	  
will	   always	   have	   a	   50	   pence	   rail.	   Derreck	   doesn’t	  want	   to	   know!	   So	   as	  
soon	  as	  he	  comes	  back	  it’s	  gone.	  Who	  am	  I	  to	  say?	  	  
I:	  Do	  you	  not	  mind	  either	  way?	  
S:	  I	  do	  mind,	  I’d	  rather	  have	  a	  50	  pence	  rail	  […]	  to	  me,	  it	  works,	  because	  
people	  feel	  as	  if	  “Oooh	  I’ve	  got	  a	  real	  bargain	  there.”	  And	  the	  shoppers	  go	  
out	  happy,	  because	  they’ve	  got	   two	  or	   three	  things	  off	   the	  rail,	  whereas	  
they	  might	  not	  have	  bought	  anything	  […]	  
T:	  Do	  you	  think	  that’s	  good	  business	  sense	  then,	  to	  have	  sales?	  





of	   books;	   the	   unmethodical	   sorting	   of	   goods;	   the	   lengthy	   storage	   of	  items	  that	  could	  be	  recycled	  or	  sold	  to	  make	  room	  for	  new	  donations;	  the	  slow	  changeover	  of	  stock;	  and	  being	  asked	  to	  do	  things	  beyond	  the	  remit	  of	   a	   volunteer	   (at	   one	  point	  he	   states	  he	  was	   asked	   to	   “Put	   the	  
bloody	   shelves	   up	   in	   here.”	   which	   he	   undertook	   because	   the	   unpaid	  manageress	  at	  that	  time	  was	  “struggling”.)	  	   In	   the	   passage	   above	   Steve	   equates	   Derreck’s	   unbusinesslike	  decision-­‐making	   with	   a	   lack	   of	   ‘charitablity’,	   and	   as	   being	  counterproductive	   to	   the	   aim	  of	  making	  money	   for	   the	   cause.	   Steve’s	  informal	  ‘obligation’	  towards	  the	  charity	  conflicts	  with	  his	  loyalty	  to	  his	  friend	   and	   colleague,	   and	   to	   the	   customary	   adherence	   to	  managerial	  authority	   that	   legitimates	   decision	  making	   for	  managers	   (Fox	   1971).	  Whilst	   it	   is	   clear	   that	  he	  wishes	   to	  be	  absolved	   from	  decision	  making	  (hence	  his	  remark	  ‘Who	  am	  I	  to	  say?’)	  and	  shuns	  any	  formal	  obligations,	  he	  is	  aware	  that	  Derreck	  is	  preventing	  the	  commercial	  development	  of	  the	  shop,	  which	   is	   in	  conflict	  with	  the	  collaborative	  and	  conscientious	  obligations	  that	  drive	  his	  work.	  	  	   This	  view	  is	  interpreted	  less	  diplomatically	  by	  other	  members	  of	  the	  volunteer	  cohort	  during	  the	  observation:	  
“Tamsin	  is	  very	  disgruntled	  by	  the	  fact	  Juliet	  and	  the	  team	  work	  so	  hard	  
and	   Derreck	   doesn’t.	   “He’s	   always	   huffing	   and	   puffing.	   He’s	   never	   very	  
enthusiastic.	  The	  people	  who	  work	  here	  for	  free	  are	  the	  ones	  who	  really	  
care	  about	  the	  place.””	  










home	  life	  due	  to	  their	  high	  levels	  of	  commitment	  to	  the	  cause	  and	  their	  peers.	  	  	  Another	  viable	  explanation	  for	  the	  muted	  clash	  of	  obligations	  is	  that	   the	   level	   of	   standardised,	   bureaucratic	   efficiency	   evident	   in	   the	  MCR	   leaves	   little	   room	   for	   individual	   agency	   on	   the	   behalf	   of	   the	  workers.	   The	   main	   drive	   for	   attaining	   profits	   is	   ideologically	  entrenched	  in	  sets	  of	  instructions	  issued	  from	  head	  office,	  including	  set	  targets	  that	  must	  be	  achieved;	  therefore	  the	  perspectives	  of	  individual	  low-­‐hierarchy	  workers	  are	  effectively	  overruled.	  	  The	   rhetoric	   of	   informal	   obligations,	   in	   particular	   the	  ‘collaborative	  effort’	  and	  helping	  people	  out	  to	  benefit	  the	  wider	  cause,	  takes	   precedence	   over	   those	   of	   formal	   obligations	   for	   MCR	  manager	  Maria	  when	  she	  refers	  to	  her	  hierarchical	  superiors	  outside	  of	  the	  shop	  space,	   particularly	   area	   manager	   Melissa.	   Maria	   bemoans	   the	   poor	  communication,	  lack	  of	  interest	  from	  management,	  and	  predominantly,	  a	  feeling	  of	  being	  generally	  unappreciated.	  Despite	  her	  professionalised	  rhetoric	  of	  profit	  margins	  and	  budgets,	  Maria	  resorts	  back	  to	  the	  lack	  in	  sentiments	   of	   charitability	   and	   informal	   ‘kindness’	   when	   describing	  how	  Melissa	  does	  not	  acknowledge	  her	  efforts:	  
“T:	  […]	  you	  don’t	  feel	  that	  your	  managers	  appreciate	  you?	  
M:	   They	   don’t,	   and	   I	   know	   they	   never	   will,	   […]	   I	   mean,	   when	   my	  
volunteers	   finish	   a	   shift	   I	   always	   thank	   them	   and	   everything.	   My	   area	  
manager,	  she	  never	  tends	  to	  do	  that.	  Now,	  I	  make	  her	  more	  money	  than	  
[any	  of	  the	  shops]	  in	  the	  whole	  country,	  and	  it’s	  been	  a	  week…	  I	  haven’t	  
even	  had	  a	  phonecall	  or	  email	  to	  say	  ‘well	  done,	  you	  are	  a	  star’	  and,	  you	  
know,	  ‘I	  believe	  in	  you’	  or	  anything.”	  	  











6.4	  Alienation	  and	  Individualisation	  





“Head	  Office	  asked	  me,	   “Where	  did	   you	  get	   this	   [rule]	   from?	  You’re	  not	  
allowed…”	   So	   I	   sent	   them	   the	   email	   I	   received	   from	  Head	  Office	   saying	  
that	  we’re	  no	  longer	  allowed	  to	  accept	  Scottish	  notes.	  Then	  they	  go	  “Oh,	  
that’s	  not	  what	  we	  meant.	  We	  meant	  you	   should	   check	   them	  properly.”	  
But	   in	   the	   email	   it	   doesn’t	   say	   that.	   So	   they	   asked	  me	   to	   apologise	   for	  
something	  I	  didn’t	  even	  do.	  […]	  	  It	  wasn’t	  my	  personal	  fault,	  because	  I’m	  
only	  trying	  to	  do	  my	  job	  according	  to	  the	  rules.	  […]	  I	  was	  really	  frustrated	  
with	   management	   […]	   rather	   than	   stand	   by	   their	   decision,	   they	   threw	  
everything	  on	  me	  and	  said	  “It	  was	  the	  manager’s	  fault”.”	  -­‐ Interview	  with	  Maria	  (MCR)	  	   By	  individualising	  Maria’s	  actions	  and	  responsibility,	  the	  charity	  alienates	   her	   from	   her	   authoritative	   position	   in	   the	   hierarchy	   of	   the	  shop,	  and	  from	  the	  charity	  itself.	  Maria’s	  formal	  obligation	  to	  adhere	  to	  the	  parent	   charity’s	   rules	  does	  not	  protect	   her	   from	   individualisation	  by	  her	  superiors,	  and	  the	  formal	  framework	  then	  becomes	  problematic.	  Richard	   Scott	   (1981,	   p.	   147)	   highlights	   the	   vital	   importance	   of	  communication	   and	   information	   transfer	   within	   organisation	  hierarchies,	   and	   the	   need	   for	   rules	   to	   be	   set	   out	   and	   formulated	  “precisely	  and	  explicitly”	  (p.	  60)	  otherwise	  the	  professionalised	  system	  may	  break	  down	  and	  become	   inefficient.	   In	   instances	  such	  as	   the	  one	  above,	  the	  formal	  obligations	  of	  Maria’s	  role	  are	  not	  satisfactory	  to	  her,	  and	  as	  a	  result,	  she	  voices	  her	  faith	  in	  the	  informal,	  social	  obligation	  to	  continue	  working	  hard	  in	  her	  role:	  
“It’s	   just	  my	   belief,	   maybe	  my	  management	   won’t	   appreciate	   what	   I’m	  
doing	  or	  who	  I	  am,	  but	  maybe	  up	  there,	  somewhere,	  the	  money	  I	  make	  by	  
putting	   extra	   into	   this	   place,	   maybe	   one	   day	   I	   get	   rewarded,	   and	   my	  
children	   don’t	   end	   up	   like	   other	   people’s	   sometimes	   do.	   So	   I	   hope	   a	  





ideology	   (Andreoni,	   1990)	   and	   the	   promise	   of	   attainment	   of	   social	  capital	   that	   serves	   as	   a	   motivator	   for	   many	   volunteers	   is	   not	   solely	  limited	   to	   unpaid	   staff.	   The	   intangible	   benefits	   Maria	   believes	   her	  offspring	  may	  reap	  allow	  her	  not	  only	  to	  enjoy	  her	  work,	  but	  to	  avoid	  feelings	  of	  disenchantment	  that	  go	  hand	  in	  hand	  with	  the	  invisibility	  of	  residing	   in	   a	   lower	   echelon	   of	   capitalist	   organisation	   structure.	   Thus,	  she	  compensates	  for	  the	  alienation	  she	  experiences	  with	  an	  appeal	  for	  a	   future	   ‘reward’	   or	   karmic	   benefit:	   the	   quasi-­‐religious	   motivations	  previously	  discussed	  in	  relation	  to	  conscientious	  obligations.	  	   	  By	   ‘borrowing	  and	  bastardising’	   the	   techniques	  of	   commercial	  organisations,	   the	   head	   office	   undermine	   the	   agency	   of	   the	   shop	  manager,	   leaving	  her	   feeling	  as	  unappreciated	  and	  alienated	   from	  the	  parent	  charity	  as	  the	  managing	  executives	  described	  by	  Goodall	  (ibid.,	  p.	  109)	  who	  abandon	  the	  cutthroat	  private	  sector	  to	  work	  for	  charity.	  It	  is	   only	   through	   embracing	   the	   informal	   obligations	   of	   helping	   others	  that	   Maria	   is	   able	   to	   comfort	   herself,	   and	   moderate	   the	   impacts	   of	  professionalisation	  upon	  her	  own	  work	  satisfaction.	  	   This	  sense	  of	  alienation	  was	  exhibited	  in	  the	  IHR	  mainly	  by	  the	  volunteers,	  as	  was	  seen	  in	  the	  previous	  comments	  from	  Juliet	  and	  Steve	  above.	  Manager	   Derreck	   however,	   has	   a	   degree	   of	   freedom	   from	   the	  constraints	  of	  a	  network	  of	  hierarchical	  superiors	  because	  he	  runs	  the	  shop	  relatively	  independently:	  
	  
D:	   In	   the	   past,	   the	   person	   that	  was	   in	   charge	   before	   [Henry];	   the	   nuns,	  
Aloysius	   and	   Austin…	   If	   I	   needed	   anything	   doing	   it	   was:	   “Alan,	   do	   you	  
know	  anybody?”…You	  know.	  And	  I	  said	  “Yeah.”	  And	  they	  said,	  “Right,	  get	  
it	  done.”	  With	  this	  chap	  you	  can’t	  do	  that.	  He’s	  got	  to	  have	  the	  last	  say.	  
[…]	  





D:	  No.	  Well,	   I	   don’t	   know	   if	   they	   have	   or	   not,	   that’s	   their	   side	   of	   it	   not	  
mine!	  I’ve	  seen	  my	  boss	  once	  this	  year.	  I	  mean	  to	  me,	  that’s	  good.	  I	  mean	  
he	  never	  comes	  here	  anyway,	  but	  I	  see	  him	  at	  the	  Hospice,	  you	  know,	  and	  
he’s	  like	  “Ey!	  I	  want	  to	  see	  you!”…	  And	  I’ll	  see	  him!	  [laughs]	  -­‐ Interview	  with	  Derreck,	  IHR	  
	  	   In	  the	  IHR,	  a	  level	  of	  professionalisation	  has	  taken	  place	  but	  its	  presence	  is	  minimal	  in	  comparison	  to	  the	  vast	  hierarchies	  in	  the	  MCR.	  Although	   the	   charity	   employs	   a	   paid	   manager,	   there	   is	   no	   worker	  hierarchy	   aside	   from	   that	   of	   Derreck’s	   authority	   over	   his	   volunteers,	  and	  subordination	  to	  the	  charity	  chairman,	  Henry.	  Henry,	   formerly	  an	  architect,	  is	  absent	  from	  the	  hierarchy	  on	  the	  shop	  floor.	  If	  one	  takes	  a	  hierarchy	   to	   represent	   a	   “centralised	   communication	   system”	   (Scott,	  1981),	   then	   the	   communication	   is	   extremely	   intermittent	   and	   the	  upper	  levels	  are	  not	  extensively	  involved	  in	  the	  shop	  floor	  operations.	  Henry	  doesn’t	  visit	  the	  shop	  during	  the	  entire	  observation	  period,	  and	  doesn’t	  like	  to	  be	  seen	  as	  hugely	  interfering:	  
“I	  tend	  to	  mither	  Alan	  when	  he’s	  overspending,	  but	  otherwise	  I	  leave	  him	  
be.”	  	  
-­	  Interview	  with	  Henry,	  IHR	  	   Henry,	  however,	  has	  the	  ‘right	  of	  the	  final	  word’	  (Simon	  in	  Fox,	  1971,	   p.	   34)	   in	   terms	   to	   changes	   that	   go	   on	   in	   the	   shop,	   in	   that	   he	  legitimately	   holds	   authority	   above	   Derreck.	   Derreck	  mentions	   at	   one	  point	  that	  it	  took	  “five	  years	  to	  get	  it	  [the	  shop]	  repainted”	  and	  that	  the	  roof,	  which	  is	  leaking	  during	  the	  interview,	  needs	  fixing	  but	  “we’ve	  got	  










	   Also	  key	  to	  the	  structure	  of	  the	  IHR	  and	  MCR	  worker	  hierarchies	  are	   the	   diverse	   distribution	   of	   tasks	   and	   roles	   and	   tailored	   working	  hours	  that	  have	  long	  been	  a	  staple	  characteristic	  of	  charity	  shops,	  but	  which	  now	  also	   incorporate	  a	  contemporary	  work	  flexibility.	  This	  has	  developed	   alongside	   the	   changing	   patterns	   of	   work	   in	   first-­‐sector	  business.	  	  
6.5	  The	  Flexibility	  of	  Contemporary	  Work	  





are	   able	   to	   employ.	   Examples	   of	   role	   flexibility	   taken	   from	   the	  observation	  notes	  include	  the	  following:	  
• A	  community	  service	  worker	  is	  given	  tasks	  to	  do	  on	  the	  shop	   floor	   of	   the	   MCR,	   where	   normally	   they	   are	  restricted	   to	   working	   in	   the	   back	   room	   and	   are	   not	  ‘public-­‐facing’.	  
• As	  an	  MCR	  volunteer,	   the	  researcher	   is	   left	   in	  charge	  of	  the	   shop,	   while	   all	   the	   paid	   staff	   were	   absent	   or	   on	  breaks,	  as	  a	  ‘substitute	  manager’.	  
• The	  researcher	  was	  required	  to	  take	  money	  to	  the	  bank	  to	  pay	  into	  the	  MCR’s	  business	  account.	  	  
• Elderly	  MCR	  volunteer	  Alan	  was	  limited	  to	  steaming	  and	  labelling	   (but	   not	   pricing)	   goods	   in	   the	   backroom	   and	  was	   not	   allowed	   to	   serve	   on	   the	   till	   without	   another	  worker	  beside	  him.	  
• In	   the	   IHR,	   volunteer	   Juliet	   was	   credited	   with	   the	  responsibility	  of	  running	  the	  shop	  when	  Derreck	  was	  off,	  although	  she	  was	  not	  paid	  for	  it.	  
• In	  the	  IHR,	  Sarah	  and	  Rose	  get	  to	  choose	  which	  jobs	  they	  will	  undertake.	  They	  both	  opt	  only	  to	  do	  ironing;	  whilst	  Agatha	  will	  only	  serve	  on	  the	  till.	  	   The	   last	  example	  suggests	  that	  volunteer	  duties	  are	  adapted	   in	  the	  IHR	  to	  suit	  the	  individual	  volunteer	  and	  maximize	  their	  use	  value,	  or	   find	   the	  role	   in	  which	   they	  are	  most	  comfortable	  and	  most	  able	   to	  work,	  as	  illustrated	  by	  this	  discussion	  with	  volunteer	  Steve:	  	  
“T:	  Did	  you	  ever	  do	  the	  ironing	  or	  any	  of	  that	  sort	  of	  stuff?	  






T:	  Rose	  used	  to	  do	  it.	  That	  was	  all	  she	  did.	  
S:	  Oh	  she	  did	  yes,	  she	  came	  in	  and	  would	  spend	  hours	  and	  hours	  doing	  the	  
ironing.	  
T:	  She	  didn’t	  do	  anything	  else	  as	  I	  recall!	  She	  was	  brilliant	  at	  it	  so...	  
S:	  Well	  some	  people	  just	  fit	  into	  a	  slot,	  don’t	  they?”	  






“D:	  Juliet	  won’t	  do	  the	  cash	  […]	  she	  won’t	  do	  the	  accounts,	  so	  that’s	  left	  for	  
me	  then,	  when	  I	  come	  back.	  […]	  
T:	  Is	  it	  because	  she	  doesn’t	  want	  the	  responsibility?	  	  
D:	  Yeah.	  I	  mean,	  she’s	  taking	  responsibility	  by	  taking	  the	  keys	  off	  me	  for	  a	  





“Emily	  is	  sent	  to	  buy	  some	  bleach	  to	  clean	  the	  toilet	  upstairs.	  	  […]	  I	  talk	  to	  
Pam	  [GIK	  office	  worker]	  upstairs	  about	  this	  when	  she	  comes	  down	  to	  get	  
lunch	  and	   she	   explains,	   “Well,	   it’s	   nobody’s	   set	   job,	   so	   nobody	   ever	   gets	  
around	  to	  doing	  it.	  Like	  washing	  up	  really.	  I	  always	  run	  some	  hot	  water	  
after	  the	  morning	  in	  the	  sink,	  and	  by	  lunch	  you	  can	  guarantee	  it’s	  full	  of	  
dirty	  plates	  and	  cups.	  I	  think	  the	  job	  should	  be	  delegated	  out	  between	  us	  





formal	  and	  informal	  roles	  in	  charity	  shops	  may	  indicate	  a	  downside	  to	  the	   professionalisation	   (and	   thus,	   individualisation	   and	  destandardisation)	  of	  worker	  roles.	  	  
	  
6.6	  Exclusion	  
	  	   As	  mentioned	  earlier,	  elderly	  volunteer	  Alan	  works	  a	  short	  shift	  of	   three	   hours	   every	   Monday	   afternoon	   in	   the	   MCR,	   but	   is	   not	  permitted	  to	  go	  on	  the	  till	  unsupervised.	  His	  skills	  are	  restricted	  to	  that	  which	  Maria	   is	   comfortable	   having	   him	  do,	   as	   opposed	   to	  what	   he	   is	  
comfortable	   doing	   (as	   is	   the	   case	  with	   Rose	   and	   Sarah	   ironing	   in	   the	  IHR).	   This	   is	   an	   example	   of	   how	   contemporary	   work	   frequently	  instigates	   a	   ‘polarisation	   of	   skills’	   (Penn,	   Rose,	   &	   Rubery,	   1994),	   in	  which	  those	  who	  are	  already	  capable	  and	  have	  knowledge	  or	  skills	  are	  in	  demand,	  and	  thus	  can	  develop	  their	  skills	  further;	  meanwhile,	  those	  with	  limited	  skills	  are	  not,	  and	  their	  abilities	  remain	  undeveloped	  due	  to	   lack	   of	   opportunities	   for	   growth.	   Certain	   skills	   are	   favoured	   over	  others	   –	   in	   particular	   speed,	   efficiency	   and	   technical	   skill	   (Grugulis,	  Warhurst,	   &	   Keep,	   2004).	   Alan	   is,	   in	   particular,	   methodical	   with	   his	  work,	  which	  is	  the	  reason	  for	  Maria’s	  decision	  about	  his	  duties:	  	  
“[Maria]	  sighs	  and	  says,	  “He	  pesters	  me,	  he’s	  like	  “I	  want	  to	  go	  on	  the	  till.	  
Let	  me	  go	  on	  the	  till,”	  but	  he’s	  so	  slow.	  He’s	  like,	  not	  that	  useful.	  So	  I	  keep	  
him	  out	  the	  back,	  but	  even	  then	  he	  doesn’t	  really	  do	  stuff	  properly.	  Like	  
this	  [she	  holds	  up	  a	  top	  with	  a	  mark	  on	  it].	  We	  wouldn’t	  bother	  to	  steam	  
and	  label	  this	  and	  put	  it	  out.	  He’s	  not	  checking	  enough.”	  	  





	   In	  another	  instance,	  the	  researcher	  is	  telling	  Maria	  that	  Alan	  has	  phoned	  up	  to	  let	  us	  know	  he	  won’t	  be	  coming	  in	  as	  he’s	  unwell:	  
“I	  say	  “Alan	  called	  up	  yesterday	  to	  tell	  you	  he’s	  not	  coming	  in…”	  and	  she	  
says,	   “Oh	   I	   got	   excited	   then	   for	   a	   second.	   I	   thought	   you	  meant	   he	   was	  
never	  coming	  back!”	  
	  –	  MCR	  Fieldnotes	  	   Maria	  does	  not	  respond	  to	  Alan	  as	  somebody	  who	  has	  much	  ‘use	  value’	   to	   the	  organisation	  –	   in	   fact	   she	   sees	  his	  presence	  on	   the	   shop	  floor	   as	   somewhat	   of	   a	   nuisance.	   This	   opinion	   is	   heightened	   by	   her	  description	  of	  him	  during	  fieldwork	  as	  “rather	  slow”,	  something	  that	  is	  also	   recorded	   in	   observational	   accounts	   taken	   when	   the	   researcher	  was	  working	  with	  him	  on	  the	  till.	  	  	   During	   an	   occasion	   when	   a	   drunk	   gentleman	   is	   acting	  suspiciously	  in	  the	  store,	  the	  researcher	  notes	  that	  “Alan	  does	  not	  seem	  
to	  be	  very	  effective	  for	  surveillance	  –	  he	  doesn’t	  pay	  attention	  to	  the	  man	  
at	  all”.	  In	  another	  instance,	  his	  work	  on	  the	  till	  alongside	  the	  researcher	  is	   described	   as	   “slow”	   but	   “methodical	   to	   ensure	   he	   doesn’t	   miss	  




















p.119;	   Croft,	   2002,	   p.93)	   and	   the	   issues	   around	   reliability,	   role-­‐flexibility	   and	   skill	   sets	   that	   come	   hand	   in	   hand	   with	   their	   informal	  obligations	  to	  work.	  	  	  	  
6.7	  State	  Obligations	  










ventures	   occurred	   informally	   prior	   to	   the	   introduction	   of	   a	  bureaucratised	  network.	  Due	   to	   the	   fact	   that	   NDPW	   motivations	   exist	   somewhere	  between	  a	  contractual	  obligation	  to	  the	  charity	  and	  a	  formal	  obligation	  to	  ‘show	  willing’	  to	  work	  to	  the	  Job	  Centre,	  they	  are	  set	  up	  to	  act	  under	  problematic	  and	  possibly	  conflicting	  obligations.	  Add	  into	  the	  equation	  the	   presence	   of	   an	   informal	   hierarchy	   (within	  which	   they	   hold	  more	  jurisdiction	   than	   most	   volunteers)	   and	   the	   resulting	   tensions	   that	  emerge	  are	  palpable,	  especially	  in	  their	  perceived	  ‘use	  value’	  in	  relation	  to	   other	   paid	   staff,	   and	   volunteers.	   At	   one	   point	   during	   the	   MCR	  observation,	  a	  NDPW	  (Dave)	  from	  a	  nearby	  charity	  shop	  who	  has	  been	  called	   in	   to	   help	   out	   is	   complaining	   to	   the	   researcher	   about	   the	   paid	  staff	  and	  other	  volunteers	  not	  pulling	  their	  weight:	  
“Dave	   is	   on	   the	   till	   when	   I	   start	   work.	   He	   immediately	   goes	   to	   decode	  
stock	   around	   the	   store	   and	   spends	   much	   of	   the	   day	   doing	   this.	   He	  
complains	  most	  shifts	  about	  the	  amount	  of	  work	  he	  does	   in	  comparison	  
to	   Arran	   who	   has	   the	   same	   [position]	   as	   him:	   a	   paid	   SA	   from	   the	   job	  
centre.	  He	  says,	  “Arran	  just	  bloody	  stands	  there.	  He	  never	  does	  anything	  
unless	  Maria	  tells	  him	  to.	  It’s	  like	  he’s	  frozen	  to	  the	  spot!””	  
“[Dave]	  is	  complaining	  about	  the	  amount	  of	  work	  he	  has	  to	  do	  […]	  he	  says	  
to	  me	  “You’re	  the	  hardest	  working	  volunteer	  I’ve	  met	  so	  far!””	  	  





detrimental.	   This	   view	   can	   be	   contrasted	  with	   Derreck’s	   depiction	   of	  some	  of	  the	  IHR	  volunteers	  below:	  
“D:	   I	   just	   recently	   started	   two	   in	   the	   last	   6	   weeks	   or	   so,	   that	   were	  
customers…	  I	  started	  them	  and…	  they’re	  just	  like	  two	  robots.	  
T:	  Is	  that	  a	  good	  thing?	  
D:	  Yeah,	  they	  get	  on	  here,	  and	  they’ll	  do	  anything	  […]	  they	  do	  everything,	  
they’ll	  clean	  everywhere.”	   -­‐ Interview	  with	  Derreck,	  IHR	  Derreck	   sees	   having	   two	   work	   ‘robots’	   at	   hand	   as	   ideal,	  particularly	   as	   they	   are	   seemingly	   unlimited	   in	   the	   tasks	   they	   can	  undertake.	  Dave	  views	  MCR	  assistant	  Arran	  differently,	  he	  sees	  him	  as	  ‘useless’	   (and	   indeed,	   this	  view	   is	  echoed	  by	  Assistant	  Manager	  Emily	  who	  states	  that	  he	  is	  “just	  rubbish”	  and	  “leaves	  the	  place	  in	  a	  complete	  





between	   the	   two.	   In	   short,	   charities	   are	   ‘supplementing’	   government	  third	  sector	  provision	  (Bryson	  et	  al.,	  2002,	  p.51)	  by	  becoming	  involved	  in	  wide	  scale	  employability	  drives.	  This	  is	  a	  bureaucratic	  system	  that	  is	  being	  used	  to	  enhance	  community	  development.	  By	  bringing	  in	  benefit	  seekers	  to	  work	  for	  their	  benefits	  and	  learn	  workplace	  skills	  on	  the	  job,	  they	  are	  creating	  use	  value	  for	  their	  charitable	  cause,	  and	  fulfilling	  the	  role	  of	  an	  apprenticeship	  or	  traineeship	  by	  initiating	  the	  NDWP	  into	  the	  work	  environment.	  	  As	  a	  result,	  the	  formal	  obligations	  of	  NDPWs	  contribute	  towards	  the	   social	   role	   of	   the	   charity	   shop,	   and	   charity	   in	   general.	   The	   ‘quiet’	  hierarchy	   of	   the	   charity	   shop,	   enabled	   through	   bureaucratic	   and	  professionalised	  measures	  and	  partnerships	  and	  ‘programme-­‐managed	  systems’	  (Meijs	  &	  Hoogstad,	  2001;	  Meijs	  &	  Karr,	  2004)	  operates	  to	  help	  engage	  the	  community	  that	  surrounds	  it	  in	  spite	  of	  the	  use	  of	  capitalist	  ideologies.	   Though	   the	   partnership	  members	  may	   treat	   this	  move	   as	  fortuitous,	   the	   lower	  hierarchies	   in	   shops	   are	  being	   transformed	  as	   a	  result,	  which	  may	  have	  a	  lasting	  impact	  upon	  the	  informal	  obligations	  of	   volunteers	   in	   the	   future.	   This	   is	   the	   risk	   that	   Whitehear	   (1999)	  predicted	  when	   he	   studied	   in	   the	   impacts	   of	   paid	  workers	   in	   charity	  shops	  over	  10	  years	  ago.	  	  In	  addition	  to	  state	  obligations	  for	  NDPWs,	  there	  is	  another	  type	  of	   worker	   in	   the	  MCR	  who	   are	   under	   state-­‐obligation.	   These	   are	   the	  individuals,	   assigned	   to	   the	   back	   room	   space	   and	   often	   hidden	   from	  customers,	  who	  are	  completing	  community	  service	  orders.	  	  
6.8	  Legal	  Obligations	  	   	  





subcategory	   of	   legal	   obligations	   because	   they	   are	   required	   by	   law	   to	  turn	   up	   and	   work	   in	   the	   shop.	   Retribution	   for	   petty	   crimes	   and	  rehabilitation	   into	   a	   working	   lifestyle	   are	   the	   obligations	   that	  community	  service	  workers	  are	  under;	  therefore	   it	   is	  another	  form	  of	  formal	   obligation.	   However,	   they	   are	   not	   formally	   contracted	   to	   the	  charity	   itself	   –	   instead	   they	  work	  under	   the	   formal	   obligations	  of	   the	  state:	   specifically,	   the	   Crown	   Prosecution	   Service.	   These	   unpaid	  workers	  are	  a	  virtually	  invisible	  minority	  amidst	  the	  hierarchies	  of	  paid	  and	  volunteer	  staff	  in	  the	  charity	  shop.	  Their	  work,	  shrouded	  in	  secrecy	  and	   frequently	   ‘behind	   the	   scenes’	   of	   the	   shop	   floor,	   infiltrates	   the	  charity	   shop	   links	   to	   the	   state	   with	   an	   intangible	   threat	   of	   the	  criminalised	  other,	  and	  forms	  another	  extension	  of	  the	  ‘quiet	  hierarchy’	  in	  the	  contemporary	  charity	  shop.	  	   Most	   shifts	   at	   the	  MCR	   involved	   at	   least	   one,	   often	   two	   CSWs	  stationed	   in	   the	   back	   room.	   Working	   half	   or	   full	   day	   shifts	   as	   their	  sentence	   required,	   CSWs	   would	   spend	   the	   majority	   of	   their	   time	  steaming,	  hanging	  or	  sorting	  items.	  As	  they	  are	  not	  permitted	  to	  work	  on	   the	   tills	   or	   ‘face’	   the	   customers,	   they	   work	   the	   days	   and	   hours	  required	  of	  them	  ‘backstage’	  in	  the	  stock	  room.	  During	  the	  six	  months	  observation,	   the	   researcher	   was	   not	   once	   asked	   to	   work	   alongside	  them.	  Only	  two	  instances	  occurred	  when	  they	  joined	  the	  researcher	  on	  the	   shop	   floor,	   and	   that	   was	   when	   stock	   ‘decodes’	   took	   place	   (a	  systematic	   removal	  of	   items	   that	  had	  been	  on	  display	   for	   longer	   than	  two	  weeks).	  Their	  reliability	  was	  questionable,	  and	  often	  they	  did	  not	  turn	  up	  for	  allocated	  shifts,	  leaving	  the	  manageress	  struggling:	  
“[Maria:]	  We’ve	  had	  two	  community	  service	  call	  in	  sick	  today,	  so	  I	  am	  so	  





day;	   unlike	   volunteers	   who	   would	   generally	   take	   up	   the	   same	   role	  everyday	   in	  both	   the	  MCR	  and	   IHR	  alike.	  Emily	  describes	  an	   instance	  when	   Maria	   is	   unable	   to	   come	   in	   due	   to	   a	   personal	   issue,	   and	   she	  rushes	  in	  to	  work	  on	  her	  day	  off	  to	  be	  confronted	  with	  a	  store	  bereft	  of	  volunteers:	  
“[Emily:]	  I	  had	  no	  staff,	  and	  it	  was	  so	  busy.	  I	  had	  two	  community	  service	  
guys,	  but	  I	  didn’t	  have	  time	  to	  give	  them	  anything	  to	  do.	  It	  was	  that	  busy.	  
So	  I	  sent	  them	  home.”	   -­‐ MCR	  Fieldnotes	  	   Horne	   &	   Maddrell	   report	   similar	   findings	   in	   their	   study	   of	  Oxford	  charity	  shops,	  with	  managers	  describing	  their	  CSWs	  as	  needing	  “more	  supervision”	  and	  “not	  enthusiastic	  workers”	  (Horne	  &	  Maddrell,	  2002,	   p.	   95).	   They	   also	   added	   to	   the	   administrative	   workload	   of	   the	  manager,	  who	  was	  required	  to	  report	  back	  weekly	  to	  the	  CPS	  on	  who	  had	  turned	  up,	  for	  how	  many	  hours	  and	  so	  on.	  	   But	  one	  particular	  element	  of	  a	  CSW’s	  formal	  obligation	  that	  can	  prove	   detrimental	   to	   the	   social	   shop	   environment	   is	   their	   reason	   for	  being	  there	  in	  the	  first	  place:	  the	  fact	  they	  have	  broken	  the	  law.	  The	  use	  of	  convicted	  criminals	   in	  charity	  shops	  is	  commonplace	  across	  the	  UK	  and	  America,	  although	  at	  times	  the	  use	  of	  them	  is	  not	  even	  imparted	  to	  area	  managers	  or	  head	  offices;	  let	  alone	  the	  general	  public	  (p.92).	  The	  use	  of	  ‘tainted’	  workers	  and	  the	  subsequent	  discourses	  of	  deviance	  are	  the	   most	   covert	   work	   arrangement	   in	   the	   charity	   shops	   that	   were	  studied	  –	  so	  much	  so	  that	  the	  researcher	  was	  not	  made	  aware	  initially	  that	   they	   were	   operating	   under	   any	   other	   different	   obligations	   to	  normal	   volunteers.	   Because	   of	   this,	   the	   degree	   of	   risk	   and	   threat	   of	  ‘otherness’	   in	   the	   shop	   is	   exacerbated	   –	   the	   fact	   that	   they	   were	   not	  





	   These	   workers	   are	   restricted	   spatially	   (in	   their	   movements	  around	   the	   shop),	   temporally	   (they	   work	   set	   hours	   and	   are	   only	  permitted	  breaks	  of	  a	  certain	  length	  of	  time)	  and	   interactionally	  (they	  only	   communicate	  with	   the	  manager	   or	   assistant	  manager	   in	   charge.	  Chatting	  with	  other	  staff	  is	  prevented	  by	  their	  back	  room	  limitations).	  CSWs	  are	  therefore	  unwittingly	  stigmatised	  within	  the	  social	  network	  of	   the	   charity	   shop,	   despite	   theoretical	   claims	   that	   charity	   shops	   are	  viewed	   as	   inclusive	   spaces	   ideal	   for	   meeting	   and	   getting	   to	   know	  people	  (Whithear	  in	  Horne	  &	  Maddrell,	  2002,	  p.	  79).	  They	  represent	  a	  type	   of	   ‘stigmatised	   self’	   described	   by	   Goffman	   (1963)	   as	   having	  ‘blemishes	  of	  character’	  due	  to	  their	  criminal	  background.	  By	  defining	  different	   roles	   for	   CSWs,	   the	   charity	   shop	   distinguishes	   legal	  obligations	   as	   separate	   from	   the	   social	   or	   contractual	   obligations	  described	  above.	  	   The	   incident	  described	  below	  occurred	   towards	   the	  end	  of	   the	  observation	   period	   that	   resulted	   in	   the	   dismissal	   of	   a	   CSW	   from	   the	  shop	  by	  probation	   services.	   It	   illustrates	   the	  discourse	  of	   deviance	   in	  action.	  Helen,	  the	  second	  assistant	  manager,	  interrupts	  my	  shift	  to	  ask	  me	  if	  I	  would	  “know	  what	  drugs	  look	  like.”	  She	  then	  shows	  me	  a	  small	  bag	   of	  white	   powder	   that	   has	   been	   found	   in	   the	   upstairs	   toilet.	   After	  speculating	  that	  the	  drug	  might	  be	  Ketamine,	  Helen	  flushes	  it	  down	  the	  toilet	  and	  the	  incident	  is	  largely	  forgotten	  for	  that	  day.	  On	  my	  next	  shift	  she	   tells	  me	  what	  developed	   following	   the	   find,	   involving	  a	  CSW	  who	  had	  been	  working	  in	  the	  shop	  that	  day:	  
“[Helen:]	  The	  guy	  we	  thought	  it	  might’ve	  been	  was	  working.	  And	  he	  kept	  
going	  to	  the	  toilet,	  and	  because	  of	  what	  happened	  I	  was	  suspicious.	  So	  he	  
worked	   all	   morning	   and	   then	   he	   went	   to	   the	   loo	   for	   the	   7th	   time,	   and	  
afterwards	  I	  went	  in	  there	  too,	  and	  I	  saw	  the	  remnants	  of	  that	  stuff	  along	  
the	   top	   of	   the	   hand	   dryer.	   It	  was	   definitely	   him	   and	   I	  was	   up	   all	   night	  
worrying	  about	  what	  I	  would	  do.	  In	  the	  morning	  I	  rang	  Maria,	  it	  was	  her	  





probation	   services.	   So	   I	   did.	   They	   […]	   said	   that	   he	  wouldn’t	   be	   coming	  
back	  and	  that’s	  all	  I	  know.“”	   -­‐ MCR	  Fieldnotes	  	   Helen	   and	   all	   the	   other	   charity	   shop	   participants	  were,	   in	   this	  instance,	   exposed	   to	   the	   threat	   of	   marginalised	   behaviour	   being	  brought	  into	  the	  backstage	  area	  of	  the	  charity	  shop.	  Although	  measures	  are	   taken	   to	  protect	   customers	   from	  CSWs	  by	  only	   involving	   them	   in	  background	   work,	   in	   this	   example	   the	   CSWs	   actions	   highlight	   the	  possible	   issues	  permitting	  petty	  criminals	   into	   the	  charity	  shop	  space	  can	  possible	  cause.	  By	  involving	  workers	  like	  CSWs	  and	  NDPWs	  under	  formal	   obligation	   in	   a	   space	   formerly	   reliant	   upon	   collaboration,	  generosity	  and	  trust	  through	  informal	  obligation,	  the	  risk	  of	  alienation	  through	  actions	  such	  as	  that	  documented	  above	  can	  threaten	  not	  only	  the	   likelihood	   of	   attracting	   volunteers	   but	   customers	   too;	   not	   to	  mention	  the	  charity	  image	  as	  a	  whole.	  	  	  
6.9	  The	  ‘Quiet	  Hierarchy’	  





charity;	   hierarchical	   chains	   of	   command	   are	   breaking	   down	   due	   to	  failures	   in	   communication,	   leading	   to	   a	   re-­‐investment	   in	   the	   more	  informal	   obligations	   to	   the	   charitable	   cause;	   and	   most	   potently,	   the	  flexibility	  and	  adaptability	  of	  charity	  shop	  work	  is	  threatened	  by	  stigma	  and	   exclusion	   leading	   to	   restriction	   of	   roles	   for	   certain	   types	   of	  volunteer,	  and	  for	  those	  under	  legal	  obligation	  to	  work	  there.	  	  	   The	   research	   deems	   this	   to	   be	   the	   quiet	   hierarchy	   of	   the	  contemporary	  charity	  shop.	  It	  has	  developed	  alongside	  the	  quiet	  value	  






	  	   This	   chapter	   has	   unpicked	   the	   hierarchy	   in	   the	   charity	   shop	  with	   an	   emphasis	   upon	   informal	   obligations	   and	   the	   volunteers	  who	  operate	   under	   them.	   Formal	   obligations	   are	   part	   of	   the	   evolution	  charity	   shops	   that	   only	   really	   began	   in	   the	   1980s	  with	   a	   generalised	  drive	   towards	   ‘profit	  maximisation’	   (Horne	  &	  Maddrell,	   2002,	   p.	   85),	  and	   this	   has	   developed	   exponentially	   leading	   to	   the	   introduction	   of	  subsidiary	   workers	   groups	   of	   NDPWs	   and	   CSWs.	   They	   diversify	   the	  quiet	  hierarchy	  more	  extensively	  and	  increase	  the	  involvement	  of	  state	  operations	   like	   the	   CPS	   and	   the	   benefits	   agency	   in	   third	   sector	   retail	  operations.	  The	  next	   chapter	  of	   this	   thesis	  will	   examine	   the	  quiet	  gift	  




















economy’:	   that	   is,	  a	  system	  of	  symbiotic	  exchanges	  between	  the	  three	  sectors.	   The	   existence	   of	   these	   illusive	   ties	   goes	   some	   way	   towards	  explaining	   how	   the	   status	   of	   ‘charitable	   goods’	   is	   controvertible,	   and	  how	  the	  definitions	  used	  when	  monitoring	  or	  processing	  charity	  shop	  sales	  are	  mitigated	  by	  governmental	  and	  commercial	  proscription.	  As	  a	  result	  they	  are	  frequently	  apocryphal	  or	  misleading.	  Thus,	  both	  Gift	  Aid	  and	   Gift	   in	   Kind	   required	   further	   investigation	   as	   to	   the	   implications	  they	  hold	  for	  the	  professionalisation	  of	  charity	  shops.	  	   Gift	  Aid	  and	  Gift	   in	  Kind	  will	   be	  described	  and	  evidenced	  with	  data	  in	  turn,	  and	  their	  contribution	  to	  the	  quiet	  gift	  economy	  discussed.	  Within	   the	   discussion	   of	   Gift	   in	   Kind,	   the	   author	   will	   introduce	   a	  particularly	   contentious	   category	   that	   falls	   within	   it:	   that	   of	   tainted	  
cultural	   goods.	   These	   are	   items	   from	   marginalised	   donors,	   including	  objects	   formerly	   from	   police	   evidence	   and	   items	   made	   by	   prison	  inmates.	  The	  categorisation	  of	  these	  marginal	  items	  as	  ‘Gifts	  in	  Kind’	  in	  the	  sales	  receipts	  is	  then	  used	  to	  illustrate	  how	  the	  subtle	  subversions	  of	   the	   gift	   economy	   contest	   our	   understanding	   of	   charity	   as	   a	   ‘gift’,	  question	   the	   tenacity	   of	   the	   links	   charity	   shops	   hold	  with	   public	   and	  private	  institutions,	  and	  test	  the	  validity	  of	  arguments	  for	  increasingly	  ‘professionalised’	   charity	   shop	   operations	   put	   forward	   by	   Elizabeth	  Parsons,	  Richard	  Goodall	  and	  their	  contemporaries.	  	  
7.1	  Gift	  Aid	  





the	   law	   was	   amended	   so	   that	   charity	   shops	   could	   sell	   goods	   as	   an	  ‘agent’	  for	  the	  individual,	  and	  then	  hope	  that	  the	  donor	  donates	  the	  sale	  and	   Gift	   Aid	   amount	   at	   the	   end	   of	   it,	   in	   a	   process	   known	   legally	   as	  ‘Retail	  Gift	  Aid’	  (HMRC,	  2012).	  To	  do	  so,	  the	  process	  in	  store	  varies,	  but	  typically	   involves	   the	   donor	   filling	   in	   a	   form	   with	   their	   details	   and	  signature,	   which	   is	   then	   entered	   into	   a	   system	   which	   monitors	   how	  much	  each	  of	   their	  donated	   items	  sells	   for,	  and	  how	  much	   is	  made	   in	  additional	  Gift	  Aid.	  	  	   Already	   it	   can	   be	   seen	   how	   rationalised	   and	   methodical	   this	  process	   is	   in	  a	  charity	  shop	  where	  exchanges	  were	  previously	  ad-­‐hoc,	  often	  unscripted	  and	  frequently	  unrecorded.	  Below	  is	  a	  breakdown	  of	  the	  paper	  trail	  required	  by	  the	  Inland	  Revenue	  in	  order	  to	  conduct	  any	  Retail	  Gift	  Aid	  transaction:	  	  
“-­	  A	  copy	  of	  any	  written	  agreement	  with	  the	  owner	  to	  sell	   the	  goods	  on	  
their	  behalf	  
	  -­	  Any	  documentation	  to	  show	  that	  the	  owner	  has	  been	  notified	  of	  the	  sale	  
proceeds	  and	  that	  they	  have	  been	  given	  the	  opportunity	  to	  receive	  all	  of	  
the	  net	  proceeds	  -­	  this	  is	  essential	  for	  the	  donor's	  own	  tax	  records	  
	  -­	  Any	  documentation	   from	  the	  donor	  confirming	   their	  donation	   to	  your	  
charity	  or	  CASC	  
-­	   Internal	   accounting	   records	   to	   show	   how	   the	   goods	   are	   identified	   as	  
belonging	  to	  a	  particular	  owner	  
	  -­	  In	  the	  case	  of	  a	  trading	  subsidiary	  of	  a	  charity	  -­	  records	  to	  show	  how	  the	  










spoken	  of	  to	  the	  researcher,	  and	  it	  soon	  becomes	  apparent	  that	   it	  has	  not	  been	  considered	  for	  the	  shop:	  
“A	  woman	  donating	  some	  bags	  of	  stuff	  asks	  “Do	  you	  do	  Gift	  Aid	  here?”	  I	  
have	  no	  idea,	  and	  when	  I	  ask	  Juliet,	  she	  has	  no	  idea	  either!”	  
-­	  IHR	  Fieldnotes	  	  	   In	  fact,	  none	  of	  the	  volunteers	  at	  the	  IHR	  had	  ever	  used	  Gift	  Aid,	  and	   the	   manager	   Derreck	   told	   me	   it	   had	   never	   been	   discussed	   with	  him.	   The	   charity’s	   secretary	   stated	   that	   setting	   up	   Gift	   Aid	   was	  unrealistic	  when	  the	  shop	  was	  being	  run	  on	  such	  a	  small	  scale:	  	  
“The	  shop	  only	  generates	  about	  30,000	  pounds	  a	  year	  in	  profit.	  You	  have	  
to	  factor	  in	  operational	  costs.	  To	  run	  the	  shop	  alone,	  last	  month	  it	  cost	  us	  
£40	   in	   rates	   to	   the	   council,	   £2600	   in	   salary,	   £278	   insurance,	   £541	   rent	  
and	  £300	  repairs	  […]	  Our	  average	  earnings	  per	  month	  are	  £3,200.	  It	  was	  
£2,500	  last	  month,	  though.”	   -­‐ Interview	  with	  Henry,	  IHR	  	  
	  Henry	  suggests	  that	  it’s	  not	  feasible	  for	  the	  IHR	  to	  invest	  money	  in	  ventures	  such	  as	  Gift	  Aid	  due	  to	  the	  shop	  frequently	  not	  making	  enough	  money	   to	  cover	   its	  day-­‐to-­‐day	  costs	  as	   it	   is.	  The	  notion	  of	  speculative	  investment	   that	   tends	   to	   spur	   profits	   in	   first	   hand	   businesses	   is	   not	  treated	  as	  an	  option	  here.	  This	  may	  also	  be	  in	  part	  due	  to	  the	  customer	  demographic,	   who	   are	   frequently	   low	   income,	   or	   on	   benefits,	   in	   line	  with	  the	  findings	  of	  Williams	  (2002,	  p.	  1902):	  	  
“[Derreck:]	  “This	  area,	  I	  don’t	  mean	  it	  rudely	  but	  it	  is	  a	  poor	  area.	  A	  lot	  of	  
people	  are	  on	  the	  social	  […]	  Lots	  of	  them	  haven’t	  got	  cars,	  they	  are	  reliant	  





-­‐	  IHR	  Fieldnotes	  
“We	  have	  the	  shop	  in	  a	  depressed	  area.	  It’s	  more	  of	  a	  social	  outreach	  for	  
local	  people,	  which	  is	  what	  we	  are	  about.”	   -­‐ Interview	  with	  Henry,	  IHR	  
	  	   The	   location	  of	   the	   IHR	  means	   that	   regular	   customers	   are	   less	  likely	   to	  be	   taxpayers,	   thus	  rendering	  any	  Gift	  Aid	  scheme	  unlikely	   to	  pay	   off.	   Although	   the	  MCR	   is	   also	   located	   in	   a	   low-­‐income	   area,	   it	   is	  innercity	  and	  near	  to	  important	  transport	  links.	  But	  whilst	  the	  IHR	  has	  only	   one	   shop,	   and	   thus	   does	   not	   adopt	   a	   Gift	   Aid	   policy	   as	   the	  additional	   income	   and	  donor	   take-­‐up	  may	  be	  minimal,	   the	  MCR	  does	  not	  operate	  independently	  in	  this	  way,	  and	  is	  required	  to	  represent	  Gift	  Aid	   country	  wide	   in	   a	   standardised	   (and	   ultimately,	   commercialised)	  format.	  	  	   The	   MCR	   manageress	   makes	   several	   comments	   that	   are	  indicative	   of	   how	   important	   adhering	   to	   the	   ‘company’	   line	   of	  promoting	  Gift	  Aid	   is.	  The	  researcher	  was	   instructed	  on	  the	   following	  during	  her	  first	  shift	  at	  the	  shop:	  	  
“[Maria:]	   “We	  need	   to	   ask	  people	  who	  donate	   if	   they	  will	   Gift	  Aid	   their	  
items	  when	   they	  give	   them	   to	  us.	  This	   is	   important,	   it	   can	  make	  me	  an	  










the	   ‘removal	   of	   traces	   of	   former	   ownership’	   (p.	   144)	   and	   the	  “importance	  of	  the	  unknown	  and	  the	  unknowable”	  for	  the	  construction	  of	  new	  uses	  when	  the	  items	  are	  re-­‐sold	  (p.	  154).	  Although	  the	  items	  are	  “cloaked	   in	   anonymity”	   for	   the	   purchasing	   customer	   (Gregson	   et	   al.,	  2000,	   p.119),	   the	   original	   donors	   are	   registered	   as	   such	   with	   the	  charity	  on	  a	  system	  where	  every	  penny	  their	  items	  earn	  for	  the	  charity	  will	   be	   recorded	   and	   monitored.	   This	   removes	   the	   invisibility	   of	   a	  previously	  ‘out	  of	  sight’	  donation	  (Gregson	  et	  al.,	  2002).	  	   One	  of	  the	  most	  active	  participants	  in	  the	  Gift	  Aid	  system	  is	  the	  volunteer,	  who	  is	  required	  to	  undertake	  additional	  paperwork,	  sorting	  and	  labelling,	  thus	  adding	  to	  the	  pressure	  of	  their	  role.	  They	  also	  pass	  on	  the	  weight	  of	  their	  own	  bureaucratic	  obligations	  to	  the	  donors,	  who	  they	  must	  encourage	  to	  take	  additional	  time	  to	  fill	  in	  forms,	  essentially	  becoming	   more	   ‘active’	   in	   their	   philanthropic	   role.	   But	   the	  implementation	   of	   an	   awkward	   new	   routine	   to	   follow	   for	   volunteers	  can	   be	   framed	   by	   charity	   board	   representatives	   as	   beneficial	   for	  volunteers,	   as	   it	   enables	   them	   to	  develop	   further	   interpersonal	   skills.	  The	  IHR	  charity’s	  CEO	  describes	  this	  below:	  	  
“The	  really	   intelligent	  shop	  managers	  will	  delegate	   the	  responsibility	   to	  
the	  volunteers,	   and	   the	   cost	   from	   that	  perspective	  –	  well	   it	   doesn’t	   cost	  
any	  more	  money,	  and	  it	  can	  be	  more	  meaningful	  for	  the	  volunteers…	  
to	  have	  something	  more	  meaty	  to	  do.	  So	  we	  don’t	  clearly	  know	  the	  cost	  
of	   it…	   it’s	   just	   a	   question	   of	  what	   you	   do	  with	   your	   time,	   and	  what	  we	  
haven’t	  done	  is	  formally	  costed	  it	  up,	  we’ve	  just	  absorbed	  it,	  if	  you	  like,	  





To	   extrapolate	   this,	   the	   bureaucratic	   process	   necessary	   for	   Gift	  Aid	  to	  be	  used	  in	  charity	  shops	  is	  treated	  as	  rewarding	  for	  volunteers,	  and	  not	  necessarily	  a	  burden	  on	  paid	  staff.	  By	  ‘absorbing’	  the	  additional	  costs	   and	   workload	   of	   the	   process	   and	   ‘intelligently’	   delegating	   the	  process	  to	  unpaid	  members	  of	  staff,	  the	  Gift	  Aid	  scheme	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  another	   example	   of	   ‘upselling’	   (as	   mentioned	   in	   Chapter	   5)	   where	  additional	  money	   is	   earned	   through	   the	  building	   of	   social	   ties	   during	  economic	  transaction.	  In	  this	   instance,	  a	  simple	  Gift	  Aid	  card	  acts	  as	  a	  ‘loyalty	  card’,	  ensuring	  donor	  loyalty	  to	  the	  charity.	  	  Crucially,	   there	   is	   little	   additional	   financial	   or	   temporal	   burden	  upon	  the	  charity	  itself.	  It	  forms	  a	  part	  of	  the	  regulatory	  superstructure	  of	   the	   charity	   shop	   network,	   and	   becomes	   embedded	   within	   other	  processes	   of	   professionalisation,	   for	   instance,	   stock	   circulation:	   a	  process	  that	  is	  only	  possible	  for	  charity	  shops	  that	  have	  gone	  through	  the	   phase	   of	   ‘trading	   up’	   (McNair	   in	   Horne,	   2000)	   and	   expanded	  beyond	   the	   restrictions	   of	   single	   shop.	   Gift	   Aid	   stickers	   are	   the	   only	  signifiers	  that	  remain	  on	  items	  that	  have	  been	  circulated	  through	  stock	  rotation	  from	  other	  shops.	  All	  other	   labels	  are	  replaced	  and	  items	  are	  frequently	   re-­‐priced	   according	   to	   the	   average	  APU	   for	   that	   particular	  shop13,	   but	   this	   cannot	   happen	   if	   the	   item	   already	   has	   a	   Gift	   Aid	  pricetag.	  The	  taxation	  system	  thus	  overrides	  traditional	  shop	  processes	  and	  hierarchies.	  This	  again	  ties	  back	  to	  the	  emergence	  of	  a	  new	  system	  of	  governance	  within	  the	  charity	  shop	  sector,	  which	  privileges	  external	  ties	   in	   the	   quiet	   gift	   economy	   over	   those	   between	   shops	   within	   the	  same	  charity	  chain.	  The	  volunteers	  are	  also	  acting	  as	  Gift	  Aid	  gatekeepers.	  They	  are	   in	  charge	   of	   ensuring	   the	   smooth	   running	   of	   the	   process	   that	   adds	  revenue	   to	   the	   sales.	   The	   small,	   green	   stickers	   that	   are	   added	   to	   the	  





labels	   of	   Gift	   Aid	   items	   have	   to	   be	   peeled	   off	   and	   retained	   by	   the	   till	  attendant	   in	   order	   for	   the	   amounts	   to	   be	   claimed	   back	   from	   the	  government,	   thus	   placing	   a	   degree	   of	   value	   on	   the	   seemingly	  insignificant	   tag.	  The	  value	  of	   the	   stickers	   (which	  are	  often	  dislodged	  from	  items	  and	  found	  on	  the	  floor)	  again	  represents	  an	  embodiment	  of	  the	   quiet	   economy,	   and	   the	   hidden	   tripartite	   system	   of	   tax	   benefits,	  corporations	   and	   the	   charitable	   cause.	   The	   numerical	   database	   of	  unique	  identifying	  numbers	  (which	  are	  traceable	  back	  to	  the	  individual	  donor)	  highlights	  the	  degree	  to	  which	  the	  contemporary	  charity	  shop	  is	  entrenched	  in	  bureaucratic	  professionalised	  processes.	  	  	   Breakdowns	  in	  this	  system	  are	  common	  due	  to	  the	  difficulty	  in	  policing	   such	   a	   formal,	   regulated	   process	   in	   the	   disorganised	   and	  frenetic	  charity	  shop	  environment.	   In	   fact,	   the	   fallibility	  of	   the	  system	  allows	  for	  it	  to	  be	  manipulated	  covertly	  in	  a	  way	  that	  is	  most	  profitable	  for	   the	   shop.	   The	   following	   observation	   notes	   from	   the	  MCR	   indicate	  how	   this	   can	   happen,	   and	   how	   Gift	   Aid	   labels	   exhibit	   their	   inherent	  value	  within	  the	  quiet	  economy	  of	  the	  charity	  shop:	  
“I	  have	  seen	  Maria	  pick	  [Gift	  Aid	  labels]	  up	  from	  where	  they	  have	  fallen	  
off	  an	  item	  (which	  they	  often	  do)	  and	  stick	  them	  on	  to	  something	  of	  the	  
same	  price,	  whether	  this	  is	  the	  right	  item	  or	  not.	  This	  is	  quite	  common.	  I	  
have	  also	  seen	  her	  pick	  up	  stickers	  from	  items	  that	  have	  gift	  aid	  stickers	  
on	   that	   have	   been	   stolen	   and	   just	   stick	   them	   onto	   the	   ‘gift	   aid’	   pad,	   to	  
claim	  the	  money.”	  
	  
“I	  bring	  some	  donations	  in	  to	  the	  shop	  […]	  [Maria]	  asks	  me	  “Do	  you	  have	  
your	  Gift	  Aid	  card?”	  I	  have	  my	  boyfriend’s	  card	  in	  my	  wallet	  (as	  I	  cannot	  
give	  Gift	  Aid	  as	  I	  pay	  no	  tax)	  but	  that	  is	  upstairs	  in	  my	  locker.	  Maria	  says	  
“It’s	  okay.	  I	  have	  to	  get	  the	  form	  for	  these	  (she	  gestures	  to	  a	  bag	  of	  books	  
on	  the	  side	  [that	  another	  customer	  has	  just	  Gift	  Aided])	  so	  I	  will	  just	  put	  





	  I’m	   pretty	   sure	   this	   isn’t	   the	   point	   of	   Gift	   Aid,	   but	   donations	   are	   not	  
policed	  –	  nothing	  is	  checked	  into	  a	  system	  before	  it	  goes	  out	  in	  the	  store,	  
so	  how	  would	  anyone	  know?”	   -­‐ MCR	  Fieldnotes	  	  The	  possibility	  of	  using	  the	  numbers	  from	  past	  donors	  to	  donate	  the	  Gift	  Aid	  on	   items	  that	  are	  donated	  by	  a	  non	   tax-­‐payer	  means	   that	  like	  all	  formalised	  bureaucratic	  systems,	  the	  Gift	  Aid	  process	  is	  fallible,	  and	  prone	  to	  adaptation	  and	  contravention.	  This	  is	  also	  seen	  within	  the	  










7.2	  Gift	  in	  Kind	  





questionable,	   life	   stories	   that	   demonstrate	   a	   nexus	   of	   institutional,	  commercial	   and	   philanthropic	   imperatives.	   By	   understanding	   Gifts	   in	  Kind	   in	   light	  of	   these	   theories	  of	   rejuvenation,	   redemption	  and	  reuse,	  charity	   shops	   can	   be	   seen	   as	   redemptive	   spaces	   opening	   up	   the	  opportunity	  for	  the	  item	  to	  be	  revived	  because	  it	  has	  not	  been	  thrown	  away	  but	  merely	  ‘put	  in	  a	  different	  place’	  (Hetherington,	  2004,	  pp.166-­‐7).	   Gifts	   in	   Kind	   are	   also	   goods	   that	   differ	   from	   the	   traditional	  heterogeneous	   stock	   of	   charity	   shops,	   in	   that	   they	   are	   often	   mass	  donations	  of	   the	   same	   item.	  This	  means	   stock	   can	  be	  more	   rationally	  organised,	  distributed,	  monitored	  and	  sold.	  Again	  this	  has	  implications	  for	   the	   bureaucratic	   professionalisation	   of	   the	   shops,	   and	   for	   the	  conflict	  of	  values	  this	  represents	  for	  the	  charity.	  	   For	  the	  MCR,	  the	  Gift	  in	  Kind	  (GIK)	  process	  was	  a	  professionally	  managed	  system	  that	  operated	  throughout	  their	  network	  of	  shops.	  The	  particular	  shop	  in	  the	  case	  study	  was	  part	  of	  the	  main	  GIK	  office	  for	  the	  North	   of	   England,	   and	   housed	   the	   GIK	  Account	  Manager,	  Mike,	   along	  with	   two	   administrative	   employees	  who	  would	   contact	   businesses	   to	  attempt	   to	   develop	   GIK	   links,	   occasionally	   collect	   items,	   and	   keep	   a	  spreadsheet	   of	   local	   contacts.	   The	   emphasis	   for	   the	   office	   was	   upon	  sustaining	   local	   ties	  with	  businesses	  that	  operated	  in	  the	  surrounding	  area	  of	  the	  city,	  but	  the	  bigger	  the	  business,	  the	  better:	  
“We	  deal	  with	  Tesco,	  but	  not	  on	  a	  national	  level.	  It’s	  on	  a	  store-­by-­store	  





“I	  work	  for	  the	  retail	  sector,	  and	  we	  approach	  businesses	  to	  donate	  stock.	  
We	   don’t	   want	  money,	   that’s	   a	   different	   side	   of	   the	   charity	   […]	   I	   don’t	  
manage	   any	   shops,	   I	   don’t	  manage	   any	  managers	   of	   the	   shops,	   I	   don’t	  
deal	  with	  any	  HR	  issues,	  it’s	  almost	  like,	  I’m	  a	  supplier	  that	  [the	  charity]	  
use	  to	  get	  stock,	  and	  it’s	  almost	  like	  the	  shops	  are	  our	  customer.”	  -­‐ Interview	  with	  Mike,	  MCR	  	  	   In	  the	  quote	  above,	  Mike	  deliberately	  distances	  himself	  from	  the	  idea	  of	  charity	  as	  philanthropic,	  caring	  or	  community-­‐minded	  entirely,	  preferring	   to	  consider	  his	   role	   to	  be	  on	   the	  more	   ‘commercial’	   end	  of	  things,	  something	  he	  illustrates	  with	  the	  business	  language	  he	  employs	  (he	  speaks	  of	  stock,	  profits,	  growth,	  margin,	  budgets,	  AUPs,	  and	  so	  on).	  In	  his	  own	  words,	  he	  states:	  	  
“The	  charity,	  touchy-­feely	  end	  is	  at	  the	  other	  end	  of	  the	  spectrum.[…]	  it’s	  





	   These	   large	   donations	   had	   a	   startling	   impact	   upon	   the	   stock	  make-­‐up	  of	  the	  shop:	  
• Choice:	  Customers	  could	  select	  from	  different	  sizes	  and	  colours	  of	  the	  same	  item.	  
• Quality:	  Items	  were	  more	  often	  than	  not	  brand	  new,	  with	  labels	  still	  attached.	  They	  were	  also	  sometimes	  from	  expensive	  brands.	  
• Quantity:	   There	   were	   frequently	   more	   than	   one	   of	   an	   item,	  reducing	  the	  opportunity	  for	  sourcing	  individuality,	  one	  offs	  and	  unique	   items	   (a	   ‘hallmark’	   of	   charity	   shops	   according	   to	  Gregson,	  Brooks	  and	  Crewe	  [2002,	  p.	  1679]).	  
• Price:	  The	  items	  were	  often	  labelled	  at	  a	  lower	  price	  to	  that	  on	  the	  original	  price	  tag	  –	  homogenising	  pricing	  to	  some	  extent.	  





to	   contact	   potential	   donors	   or	  monitor	   donor	   lists,	   the	   IHR	   does	   use	  GIK	  and	  informally	  sustains	  links	  with	  corporations:	  
“We	  get	  Christmas	  donations	  such	  as…	  some	  of	   the	  bigs	   like	   John	  Lewis	  
have	  just	  donated	  a	  load.	  All	  their	  Christmas	  decorations	  that	  they	  had	  in	  
the	  shops;	  display	  stuff.	  They	  donated	  all	  their	  stuff.	  […]	  One	  of	  the	  things	  
was	  paint,	  you	  know,	  what	  they	  use	  on	  the	  displays	  when	  they’re	  painting	  
the	  windows	  and	  stuff,	  […]	  they	  sent	  it	  here.	  So	  I’ve	  sold	  it	  all.	  They’re	  all	  
part	  tins	  […]	  we	  did	  have	  about	  40	  tins.	  
T:	  	  So	  do	  you	  ever	  get	  anything	  from	  any	  other	  shops?	  
D:	  We	  have	  in	  the	  past.	  “	  
-­	  Interview	  with	  Derreck,	  IHR	  	  	   Here	   Derreck	   describes	   how	   the	   shop	  manages	   to	   ‘encompass	  commercial	   activities’	   (Brace-­‐Govan	   &	   Binay,	   2010)	   whilst	   not	  achieving	   the	   same	   level	   of	   slick	   professionalisation	   and	  hierarchisation	   of	   the	   GIK	   process	   at	   the	  MCR,	  which	   is	  more	   in	   line	  with	   Parsons’	   (2004)	   characterisation	   of	   a	   professionalised	   charity	  shop.	  Of	  course,	  being	  a	  single	  retail	  outlet	  for	  a	  small	  hospice	  charity,	  there	  was	  no	  real	  necessity	  to	  expand	  their	  GIK,	  as	  the	  store	  would	  only	  be	   able	   to	   accommodate	   a	   limited	   amount	   of	   donated	   stock	   anyway.	  However,	   in	   spite	   of	   its	   small	   scale,	   the	   IHR	   did	   still	   participate	   in	  commercial	   associations	   and	  hold	   ties	  with	  profit-­‐making	   enterprises	  in	   a	   way	   that	   mirrored	   the	   larger	   charity’s	   involvement	   with	  corporations.	   Derreck	   also	   described	   the	   IHR’s	   reliance	   upon	   first	  sector	  ‘dress	  agencies’	  for	  good	  quality	  donations:	  
“[…]	  We	  used	  to	  have	  a	  children’s	  agency	  that…	  you	  take	  your	  stuff	  to	  the	  
shop	  and	  give	  you,	  say,	  six,	  eight	  weeks	  to	  sell	  it,	  and	  then	  if	  it’s	  not	  sold	  it	  
goes	   to	   charity.	   […]	   And	   we’ve	   got	   another	   one	   now.	   One	   of	   our	  





pretty	  good	  stuff.	  It’s	  from	  a	  good	  area.	  So,	  you	  know.	  We	  always	  put	  the	  
price	  up	  a	  little	  bit	  on	  that	  stuff	  but	  it	  goes	  well.“	  -­‐ Interview	  with	  Derreck,	  IHR	  	  	   Dress	  agencies	  generally	  act	  as	  a	   third	  party	  agent	   selling	  pre-­‐owned	  clothing	  on	  behalf	  of	   its	  owner.	  They	  will	   list	   items	   for	  sale	  or	  sell	   them	   in	   a	   shop	   and	   then	   take	   a	   proportion	   of	   the	   sale	   for	  themselves,	  with	  the	  rest	  returning	  to	  the	  customer.	  Derreck	  frequently	  alluded	  to	  his	  links	  with	  various	  dress	  agencies,	  although	  the	  presence	  of	  their	  goods	  was	  not	  made	  apparent	  to	  the	  customers,	  as	  was	  the	  case	  with	  all	   of	   their	  GIK	  products	   (whereas	   the	  Gift	   in	  Kind	   items	   sold	  at	  the	  MCR	  were	  very	  clearly	  marked	  as	  different	  from	  donated	  stock,	  and	  recorded	   under	   ‘GIK’	   on	   the	   till	   receipts).	   Donations	   from	   agencies	  were	   only	   noticeable	   by	   their	   increased	   pricing,	  which	  would	   extend	  beyond	  the	  set	  prices	  on	   the	  hand-­‐written	  sign	   in	   the	  back	  room	  that	  were	  described	  in	  Chapter	  5:	  
“Dresses	  normally	  go	  for	  five	  to	  six	  pound.	  But	  we	  put	  eight	  or	  nine	  pound	  
on	  these…and	  they	  went.”	   -­‐ Interview	  with	  Derreck,	  IHR	  	   Gift	   in	   Kind,	   therefore,	   did	   not	   have	   to	   adhere	   to	   the	   pricing	  rules	   that	  regulated	   the	  prices	  of	  donated	  stock.	  Derreck’s	  knowledge	  of	   where	   the	   goods	   have	   come	   from	   (that	   is,	   a	   for-­‐profit	   business)	  affects	   his	   perception	   of	   their	   value,	   and	   results	   in	   him	   flouting	   the	  standardised	  pricing	  structure.	  Thus,	  his	  knowledge	  of	  the	  past	  history	  of	   an	   object	   plays	   a	   clear	   role;	   it	   develops	   ‘singularisation’	   (Kopytoff,	  1986)	  as	  distinct	  from	  the	  ‘masses’	  of	  other	  second-­‐hand	  goods,	  due	  to	  the	  perceived	  quality	  of	  the	  item.	  14	  





	   The	   GIK	   association	   with	   capitalistic	   imperatives	   and	   their	  degree	   of	   separation	   from	   the	   donated	   goods	   was	   more	   explicitly	  evident	  in	  the	  MCR,	  where	  all	  items	  that	  were	  donated	  as	  Gifts	  in	  Kind	  were	   labelled	   with	   a	   bright	   blue	   tag,	   stating	   the	   origins	   of	   the	   item.	  Donated	   (and	   presumed	   to	   be	   second-­‐hand	   or	   pre-­‐used	   items)	   were	  labelled	  with	  a	  purple	   tag.	  During	   the	  period	  of	  observation,	  mustard	  yellow	   tags	   were	   also	   being	   introduced	   to	   signify	   items	   collected	  through	   ‘bag	   drops’	   as	   opposed	   to	   over-­‐the-­‐counter	   donations.	   GIK	  items	  would	  frequently	  be	  grouped	  together	  on	  a	  rail	  so	  that	  customers	  could	   access	   the	   range	  of	   colours	   or	   sizes	   that	  were	   available,	   one	   of	  the	   acknowledged	  benefits	   of	  Gift	   in	  Kind	   in	   charity	   shops.	  Alongside	  this	   formulaic	   labelling	   system	   was	   a	   complicated	   till-­‐pad,	   which	  separated	  the	  three	  donor	  sources.	  It	   is	  this	  system	  of	  recording	  sales	  that	  will	  now	  be	  examined	   in	   relation	   specifically	   to	  Gift	   in	  Kind,	   and	  how	  this	  differs	  at	  the	  IHR.	  	  
7.3	  Till	  Itemisation	  





Men’s	  Coats/Jackets	   Women’s	  Coats/Jackets	   Childrenswear	  Men’s	  Footwear	   Women’s	  Footwear	   Toys	  Men’s	  Trousers	   Women’s	  Trousers	   Bric-­‐a-­‐Brac	  Men’s	  T-­‐shirts	   Women’s	  Blouses	   	  Men’s	  Knitwear	   Women’s	  Knitwear	   Accessories	  Men’s	  Suits	   Women’s	  Suits	   GIK	  Men’s	  Shirts	   Women’s	  Skirts	   Cards/Giftbags	  	   Women’s	  Dresses	   Plastic	  Bag	  	  





The	  requirement	  for	  stringent	  classification	  of	  GIK	  goods	  forms	  part	   of	   the	   bureaucratic	   audit	   culture	   that	   relies	   upon	   accurate	   sales	  figures,	  and	  operates	  behind	  the	  scenes	  in	  GIK	  transactions.	  	  	  This	  is	  in	  part	   ensuring	   transparency	   and	   thus	   ‘accountability’	   (Goodall,	   2000a,	  p.106)	   can	   also	   be	   mitigated.	   Although	   difficulties	   surrounding	   the	  assurance	   of	   accountability	   when	   using	   unpaid	   staff	   have	   been	  explored	  in	  Chapter	  6,	  the	  paid	  staff	  and	  upper	  levels	  of	  the	  shop-­‐floor	  hierarchy	  are	  under	  no	  doubts	  as	  to	  why	  such	  formal	  regulations	  and	  monitoring	  take	  place:	  	  
“M:	  From	  this	  year,	  we’re	  not	  allowed	  to	  sell	  any	  childrenswear.	  
T:	  Oh	  really?	  
M:	   Yeah,	   because	   we’ve	   got	   a	   shop	   opened	   [nearby]	   which	   is	   toys	   and	  
childrens…	  so	  we’ve	  been	  told	  to	  bag	  them	  up.	  Doesn’t	  matter	  if	  it’s	  bad…	  
we	  send	  it	  to	  that	  shop,	  because	  that	  shop	  needs	  feeding…	  
T:	  That’s	  bizarre	  because	  you	  always	  sold	  a	  lot	  of	  children’s	  stock.	  
[…]	  
M:	  *nods*	  But…	  because	  everything	  is	  computerised	  so	  management	  can	  
see	  what’s	  selling	  where	  and	  what	  isn’t	  selling,	  do	  you	  understand	  what	  I	  
mean?	   Because	   figures	   go	   into	   the	   computer	   every	   day	   and	   they	   can	  
monitor	  it,	  and	  they	  can	  tell,	  so	  I	  suppose	  in	  their	  eyes	  we’re	  not	  making	  
enough	  money,	  because	  they	  said	  we	  make	  more	  money	  on	  Ladies[wear],	  
so	  we	  can	  put	  more	  ladieswear	  out,	  which	  is	  common	  sense,	  because	  if	  we	  
can	  make	  more	  money	  on	  ladieswear	  why	  should	  we	  waste	  space	  or	  time	  
on	  childrenswear?	  So	  I	  know	  where	  they’re	  coming	  from	  and	  I	  am	  more	  






Maria	  highlights	  how	  the	  monitoring	  of	  shop	  sales	   forms	  part	  of	  a	  bigger	   countrywide	  picture,	  which	   enables	   the	   head	   office	   to	   identify	  which	   items	   sell	   best	   in	   which	   areas	   and	   distribute	   their	   stock	  accordingly.	  By	  doing	  this,	  the	  charity	  is	  able	  to	  ‘maximise’	  their	  profits	  and	   thus	   their	   fund-­‐raising	  abilities	   (Horne	  &	  Maddrell,	  2002,	  p.	  102)	  but	   this	   is	   dependent	   upon	   the	   large	   scale	   of	   their	   operation.	   Stock	  circulation	   and	   classification	   to	   this	   level	   requires	   a	   large	   initial	  monetary	  outlay	  that	  would	  not	  be	  readily	  available	  to	  an	  independent	  charity	  with	  one	  or	   two	  shops	   such	  as	   the	   IHR.	   In	   the	   same	  way	   that	  Gift	   Aid	   cannot	   be	   realistically	   implemented	   there	   due	   to	   budgetary	  constraints,	   so	   too	   is	   the	   opportunity	   for	   Gift	   in	   Kind	   stymied	   by	   the	  size	  of	  their	  operations.	  	  To	  offset	  the	  costs	  of	  such	  extensive	  sophistication	  of	  the	  charity	  shop	  processes,	  GIK	  at	  the	  MCR	  is	  (comparatively)	  quite	  simplified.	  GIK	  items	  are	  coded	  on	  the	  tills	  simply	  by	  the	  one	  blue	  button;	  however,	  a	  GIK	  item	  can	  be	  defined	  under	  the	  shop	  rules	  as	  anything	  from	  an	  item	  of	  clothing,	  to	  a	  book	  compendium,	  to	  a	  motorcycle	  helmet,	  to	  a	  hand-­‐carved	  jade	  Buddha	  statue:	  so	  long	  as	  they	  are	  a	  company	  donation15.	  In	   the	   IHR,	   the	  monitoring	   of	  GIK	   items	   is	  made	  difficult	   by	   the	  relatively	  primitive	  coding	  system	  the	  store	  has	  in	  place:	  
“When	   items	   are	   rang	   into	   the	   till,	   there	   is	   no	   option	   to	   select	   the	  
category	   of	   what’s	   sold.	   So	   instead	   I	   key	   in	   the	   amount,	   work	   out	   the	  
change	  in	  my	  head,	  and	  then	  I	  have	  to	  write	  down	  a	  one-­word	  definition	  
of	  the	  item/items	  and	  the	  amount	  tendered	  [in	  the	  book	  on	  the	  counter].	  
There	   is	   no	   real	   consistency	   to	   this;	   the	   same	   item	   can	   be	   recorded	   as	  
“toy”	  or	  “doll”;	  specifics	  are	  not	  really	  insisted	  upon.	  Any	  mistakes	  made	  





(for	   instance,	   somebody	   changes	   their	  mind	   about	   something)	   Derreck	  






	   Figure	  12.	  Independent	  Hospice	  Retailer	  Classification	  of	  Goods	  
	  	   Thus,	   the	   items	   that	   are	   donated	   by	   large	   retailers	   are	  indistinguishable	   from	   individual	   over-­‐the-­‐counter	   donations	   –	   they	  are	   labelled	  with	  the	  same	  tags,	  and	   inconsistencies	   in	   the	  way	  goods	  are	  recorded	  means	  that	  GIK	  items	  cannot	  form	  a	  coherent	  category	  of	  their	  own.	  The	  IHR	  represents	  the	  less	  developed	  GIK	  relations	  that	  are	  only	   possible	   on	   a	   local	   level	   –	   whereas	   the	   larger	   MCR	   intends	   to	  extend	   its	   capacity	   for	   liaising	   with	   commercial	   organizations	   to	   a	  national	  scale:	  
“Ideally,	  what	  I	  would	  love	  is	  to	  have	  great	  relationships	  with	  lots	  of	  big	  





7.4	  Private	  Sector	  Affiliations	  
	   	  	  	  	  	  	  The	  development	  of	  private	  sector	  ties	  through	  GIK	   is	   lucrative	  for	  the	  charity	  shop,	  and	  is	  posited	  as	  necessary	  by	  advocates	  such	  as	  Mike	  at	  the	  MCR,	  but	  is	  also	  something	  that	  is	  played	  down	  within	  the	  shops	  themselves	  in	  terms	  of	  displays	  or	  presentation	  of	  goods.	  In	  fact,	  any	   visible	   association	   between	   the	   business	   and	   the	   charity	   is	   not	  wholly	   encouraged	   by	   the	   companies	   who	   are	   donating,	   as	   Mike	  explains	   in	   relation	   to	   a	   large	   Gift	   in	   Kind	   donation	   of	   clothing	   by	  lifestyle	  brand	  Bench:	  
“…With	   the	   Bench	   stock,	   I	   think	   we	   opened	   a	   bit	   of	   a	   can	   of	   worms.	  
Because,	   […]	   they	   also	   have	   retail	   stores,	   and	   obviously	   have	   a	   lot	   of	  
concessions,	  […]	  you’re	  relying	  on	  people	  paying	  £120	  for	  that	  brand	  and	  
that	   lifestyle	   and	   I	   guess	   spending	   time	   and	   money	   building	   up	   that	  
brand	  and	  obviously…	  when	  we	  got	  it,	  we	  splashed	  it	  everywhere,	  and	  we	  
probably	   de-­valued	   their	   brand,	   I	   think,	   they	   got	   a	   lot	   of	   negative	  
feedback	   from	   their	   legitimate	   customers,	   their	   retail	   customers,	   you	  
know,	  the	  JJBs…	  but	  I	  think	  even	  higher	  up	  the	  chain,	  buyers	  from	  JJB	  or	  
[…	   ]	   The	   story	   we	  were	   told	   is,	   the	   retail	   managers	   got	   off	   the	   train…	  
came	  down,	  saw	  obviously	  Bench	  [gestures]	  all	  over	  the	  window,	  half	  the	  
prices	   of	   current	   season	   stock.	   Obviously,	   he’s	   trying	   to	   achieve	   his	  
targets,	  his	  objectives.	  They	  pretty	  much	  said	  that	  they	  won’t	  be	  able	  to	  
donate	  again.“	   -­‐ Interview	  with	  Mike,	  MCR	  	  





the	   ‘legitimate	   customers’:	   those	   involved	   in	   the	   perpetuation	   of	   the	  capitalist	  for-­‐profit	  system.	  This	   was	   not	   an	   isolated	   incident,	   as	   it	   occurred	   again	   with	  another	  city	  centre	  retailer	  who	  donated	  a	  large	  number	  of	  brand	  new	  shirts.	  The	  manageress	  had	  put	  up	  a	  window	  display	  that	  prominently	  featured	   the	   brand	   name	   and	   the	   low	   price	   points.	   One	   morning,	  arriving	  for	  her	  shift,	  the	  researcher	  arrived	  to	  find	  it	  all	  gone:	  
“I	  notice	  the	  Zara	  display	  in	  the	  window	  is	  gone.	  I	  ask	  Helen	  about	  it	  
and	  she	  says	   “Yeah,	  a	  guy	   from	  Zara	  came	  down	  and	  told	  us	  we	  had	  to	  





“You	  obviously	  wanna	  advertise	  it,	  flaunt	  it	  a	  little	  bit	  but	  you’ve	  gotta	  be	  
subtle	   at	   the	   same	   time,	   not	   too	   blatant	   […]	   [the	   charity	   shop]	  
potentially	  carries	  a	  negative	  connotation	  doesn’t	  it?”	  





take	   unsold	   items	   off	   their	   hands.	   In	   order	   to	   promote	   the	   object’s	  ‘newness’	   and	   set	   up	   a	   boundary	   between	   these	   items	   and	   donated	  ‘over-­‐the-­‐doorstep’	  goods,	   they	  are	   labelled	  with	  distinctive	  blue	  tags.	  Yet	   on	   several	   occasions,	   other	   items	   that	  were	  not	   donated	   by	   first-­‐sector	   companies	   are	   labelled	   with	   these	   tags.	   Items	   that	   have	   a	  negligible	   place	   of	   origin,	   particularly	   those	   related	   in	   some	   sense	   to	  criminality,	  would	  also	  be	  labelled	  with	  blue	  tags	  and	  recorded	  on	  the	  tills	   as	   Gift	   in	   Kind.	   This	   research	   terms	   these	   items	  Tainted	   Cultural	  
Goods;	   goods	   that	   have	   been	   negatively	   affected	   by	   elements	   of	   their	  past	  history.	  They	  demonstrate	  firstly,	  the	  impenetrable	  links	  between	  the	  governance	  of	   law	  and	  charity	  shop	  operations;	  and	  secondly,	   the	  masking	  of	  the	  origins	  of	  goods	  from	  the	  recipients.	  Both	  aspects	  serve	  to	   contribute	   to	   the	   charity	   shop’s	   quiet	   gift	   economy,	   disguised	   and	  facilitated	  by	  professionalised	  structures	  of	  operation.	  	  
7.5	  Tainted	  Cultural	  Goods	  





considered	   alongside	   the	  Marxist	   assumption	   that	   capitalism	   aims	   to	  use	  up	  surplus	  “to	  stave	  off	  collapse”	  by	  absorbing	  or	  re-­‐consuming	  it	  (Sweezy	  &	  Baran	   in	  O'Brien,	  2007,	  p.	  160),	   then	  charity	   shops	  are	  an	  active	   participant	   in	   their	   profit-­‐making	   motivations.	   This	   again	  addresses	   the	   tenacity	  of	   the	   juxtaposition	  of	   the	   legal,	   the	   charitable	  and	  the	  commercial	  within	  the	  charity	  shop	  space.	  	  
7.5.1	  Police	  Evidence	  
	  	   The	   first	   experience	   the	   researcher	   has	   with	   the	   quiet	   gift	  economy	   of	   tainted	   cultural	   goods	   is	   on	   only	   her	   second	   shift	   at	   the	  charity	  shop.	  A	  delivery	  of	  an	  array	  of	  new,	  tagged	  underwear	  arrives:	  
“[…]	  Some	  of	  it	  has	  police	  evidence	  tags!	  This	  is	  obviously	  a	  load	  of	  stolen	  
goods	  that	  have	  been	  seized.	  They	  include	  Calvin	  Klein,	  Elle,	  Debenhams	  
and	  Ann	  Summers	  underwear,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  decadent	  Christian	  Dior	  set	  of	  
matching	   bra,	   knickers	   and	   suspender	   belt,	   complete	   with	   tags.	   Maria	  
tells	  me	  to	  ‘make	  a	  sign	  for	  it’	  so	  that	  people	  can	  see	  that	  it	  is	  designer	  –	  it	  
is	   put	   in	   the	   locked	   cabinet	   where	   jewellery	   normally	   goes.	   The	  





particular,	   this	   form	   of	   disassociation	   through	   resale	   renews	   the	  desirability	  of	   the	   item,	  and	   thus	   its	  perceived	  value,	   so	  much	  so	   that	  the	  item	  acquires	  its	  own	  display	  and	  secure	  storage.	  It	  also	  redefines	  the	   item	   from	   something	   bad	   (a	   stolen	   good,	   perhaps)	   to	   something	  good	  (a	  good	  that	  earns	  money	  to	  help	  others).	  This	  is	  indicative	  of	  the	  process	   of	   restoration	   that	   results	   in	   object	   ‘redefinition’	   (Gregson	  &	  Crewe,	   2003).	   Unlike	   restorative	   practices	   that	   physically	   alter	   the	  material	  state	  of	  the	  item	  to	  improve	  saleability	  (Gregson	  et	  al.,	  2009)	  these	   items	   shed	   their	   non-­‐physical	   ties	   with	   criminal	   or	   marginal	  activities,	   and	   develop	   positive	   discourses	   –	   of	   high	   fundraising	  potential,	   and	   a	   bargain	   to	   a	   customer.	   The	   social	   life	   of	   the	   item	   is	  therefore	  over-­‐written	  and	  it	  is	  presented	  as	  Gift	  in	  Kind:	  a	  sale	  item,	  a	  shop	   second	   perhaps,	   but	   not	   a	   legally	   ambiguous	   item.	   	   Although	  previous	   work	   suggests	   that	   the	   attraction	   of	   an	   item	   can	   lie	   in	   the	  “imaginative	   potential	   of	   its	   former	   life”	   (Gregson	   &	   Crewe,	   2003,	  p.145),	  this	  is	  something	  that	  is	  constructed	  by	  the	  individual	  shopper	  and	   relies	   upon	   speculation	   and	   nostalgia.	   They	   are	   unlikely	   to	  speculate	  if	  the	  item	  is	  labelled	  as	  ‘new’	  or	  a	  factory	  second	  in	  the	  shop.	  	   As	   a	   result,	   the	   life	   history	   of	   the	   object	   is	   actively	   concealed	  through	  the	  charity	  shop’s	  attempt	  to	  restore	  the	  item’s	  status	  back	  to	  a	  form	   of	   ‘newness’.	   This	   enables	   customers	   to	   evade	   the	   presumed	  ethical	   quandaries	   inherent	   in	   the	   act	   of	   consuming	  marginal	   goods,	  which	   would	   otherwise	   be	   'entangled'	   and	   implicated	   in	   the	   wider	  negative	  social	  relations	  and	  meanings	  that	  deviancy	  suggests	  (Thomas	  N.	  ,	  1991).	  Nevertheless,	  there	  are	  instances	  when	  the	  boundary	  that	  is	  strategically	  placed	  between	  the	  ‘criminal’	  and	  the	  customer	  is	  at	  risk,	  particularly	  due	  to	  the	  unpredictable	  nature	  of	  the	  goods:	  	  
“	   [Emily]	   brings	   down	   a	   couple	   of	   clear	   plastic	   bags,	   inside	   are	   brown	  





they	  were	  seized	   from.	  We	  go	   through	   it	  all,	  Emily	   tells	  me	  “Watch	  out.	  
Some	   of	   this	   stuff	   might	   have	   like,	   blood	   on	   it.	   Because	   sometimes	   it’s	  
removed	   from	  people	  who	  have	  been	   in	   a	   fight	   or	  whatever.	   You	  never	  
know.””	   -­‐ MCR	  Fieldnotes	  	   In	   this	   instance,	  assistant	  manager	  Emily	  warns	   the	  researcher	  about	  the	  liminal	  nature	  of	  the	  bag	  contents.	  The	  people	  she	  mentions	  are	  the	  marginalised	  donors,	  and	  the	  proximity	  of	  the	  workers	  to	  that	  is	  what	  necessitates	  her	  warning.	  Also,	  the	  precarious	  anonymity	  of	  the	  ‘donors’	   is	   threatened	  by	   the	   fact	   that	   sensitive	   evidence	   information	  still	  remains	  on	  the	  items.	  	  
“We	  cut	   into	  the	  bags	  with	  scissors	  and	  pour	  the	  stuff	  onto	  the	  counter.	  
I’m	   pretty	   sure	  Maria	   wouldn’t	   allow	   this	   if	   she	   were	   in	   charge	   as	   it’s	  
right	   in	   front	   of	   the	   customer.	   The	   contents	   of	   some	   of	   the	   bags	   are	  





shoplifter16.	  Although	   this	   risk	   is	   acted	  out	   every	   time	  a	   second-­‐hand	  donation	  bag	  arrives	  at	  the	  shop,	  the	  police	  evidence	  bag	  not	  only	  de-­‐anonymises	   the	   donation,	   but	   also	   augments	   the	   threat	   to	   that	   of	   a	  ‘criminalised	   other’,	   along	   with	   all	   the	   connotations	   that	   infers.	   The	  past	   ‘life’	  of	  the	  item	  becomes	  constructed	  as	  something	  dangerous	  or	  even	  taboo.	  	   Similarly,	   in	   the	   IHR	   the	   life	   history	   of	   ‘police	   evidence’	   items	  occasionally	  comes	  to	  the	  fore:	  	  
”A	  man	   comes	   in	   and	   goes	   up	   to	  Derreck,	   saying	   he	   is	   donating	   a	   bike	  
from	  a	  family	  who	  lost	  their	  little	  boy	  “It	  was	  sudden...	  but	  it’s	  been	  a	  year	  
now	  and	  they	  want	  it	  to	  go	  here.”	  is	  all	  he	  says.	  Derreck	  has	  to	  sign	  some	  
kind	  of	   form,	  and	  takes	  a	  boys	  bike	  and	  a	   football	   in	  a	  plastic	  bag	  from	  
the	  man.	  When	   he	   comes	   back	   in	   I	   ask	   him	  what	   it	  was	   about.	   “A	   boy	  
died.”	  is	  all	  he	  says.	  I	  ask	  why	  the	  ball	  is	  bagged	  up	  and	  he	  just	  says,	  “It’s	  
from	  the	  police.	  It’s	  evidence.”	   -­‐ IHR	  Fieldnotes	  	  The	  poignancy	   of	   the	   back-­‐story	   of	   this	   item	  will	   likely	   not	   be	  revealed	   to	   its	   future	   owner.	   The	   process	   of	   re-­‐enchantment	   that	   a	  children’s	  charity	  shop	  sale	  can	  offer	  will	  mitigate	  the	  tragic	  history	  of	  the	   item.	   The	   family	   of	   the	   boy	   have	   accepted	   and	   endorsed	   the	  dispossession	   of	   the	   item	   –	   something	   that	   Ekerdt	   (2009,	   p.64)	  describes	  as	  a	  metaphysical	  and	  emotional	  disconnection;	  as	  opposed	  to	   simple	   disposal,	   which	   connotes	   the	   act	   of	   throwing	   something	  away.	   The	   item’s	   proximity	   to	   their	   loss,	   the	   legal	   requirement	   for	  police	   evidence	   to	   be	   retained	   for	   extended	   periods	   of	   investigation,	  










	   The	   role	   of	   the	   charity	   shops	   in	   this	   study	   as	   the	   arbiters	   of	  marginalised	   goods	   and	   their	   intrinsic	   link,	   through	   the	   quiet	   gift	  economy,	  to	  first-­‐sector	  companies,	  is	  compounded	  by	  one	  other	  form	  of	  donation	  that	  is	  labelled	  as	  GIK.	  These	  are	  the	  items	  that	  are	  donated	  to	  charity	  as	  the	  product	  of	  prison	  labour.	  	  	  
7.5.2	  Products	  of	  Prison	  Labour	  
	  	   Marx	   wrote	   that	   a	   product	   or	   a	   good	   is	   differentiated	   from	   a	  natural	  item	  due	  to	  the	  element	  of	  human	  labour	  involved	  (Lury,	  1996,	  pp.40-­‐43).	   In	   the	   case	   of	   charity	   shop	   items,	   that	   human	   labour	  may	  extend	  from	  the	  volunteer,	  or	  the	  donor.	  But	  in	  certain	  instances,	  that	  labour	  develops	  negligible	  connotations	  –	   for	  example,	   if	   the	   item	  has	  been	   previously	   stolen	   as	   described	   above.	   Another	   means	   for	  marginalisation	  however,	  is	  the	  identity	  of	  the	  labourer	  who	  created	  it.	  On	  two	  distinct	  occasions	  at	  the	  MCR,	  ‘dump	  bins’	  next	  to	  the	  till	  were	  filled	  with	  what	  was	  described	  on	  the	  sign	  attached	  to	  them	  as	  ‘Bags	  for	  Life’.	   These	   were	   priced	   relatively	   cheaply,	   98p	   to	   £1.48,	   and	   were	  recorded	   on	   the	   till	   under	   GIK.	   The	   following	   excerpt	   describes	   the	  point	  at	  which	  the	  researcher	  discovered	  the	  origin	  of	  these	  bags:	  
	  
	  “We	  have	  some	  new	  GIK	  ‘bags	  for	  life’	  being	  sold	  for	  £1.48.	  They	  are	  all	  
mismatched,	  made	  from	  various	  swatches	  of	  materials.	  When	  I	  ask	  Emily	  
about	   them,	   she	   says	   “Oh,	   we	   get	   them	   from	   the	   prison”.	   I	   ask	   her	   to	  
elaborate	  and	  she	  says,	  “They	  make	  them	  for	  us.	  At	  the	  women’s	  prison.	  I	  
guess	  it’s	  something	  to	  keep	  them	  occupied	  and	  to	  fill	  up	  their	  day.”	  










for	   life’,	  made	  by	  prisoners	  who	  may	  well	  be	  serving	   life	  sentences,	   is	  perhaps	   the	   only	   subtle	   callback	   that	   is	   made	   throughout	   the	  transaction	  to	  the	  history	  behind	  the	  item.	  	   The	   act	   of	   concealment	   of	   item	  origins	   through	   the	   use	   of	   GIK	  labels	  expresses	  the	  two-­‐way	  mission	  of	  the	  charity	  shop	  in	  a	  sense:	  it	  protects	   the	  customer	   from	  the	  negative	  discourse	  of	   criminality,	  and	  commercial	  business	  donors	  from	  brand	  damage	  or	  loss	  of	  income.	  The	  charity	   shop	   is	   therefore	   taking	   on	   a	   responsible	   societal	   role,	  protecting	   individuals	   from	   the	   perceived	   threat	   of	   liminality	   in	   the	  same	  way	   that	  a	   society	  will	  protect	   its	  borders	   (Douglas,	  1966).	  The	  capacity	  for	  the	  shops	  to	  participate	  in	  joint	  ventures	  and	  partnerships	  with	  government	  institutions	  or	  commercial	  organisations	  requires	  an	  adoption	   of	   corporate	   responsibility	   by	   the	   charity	   itself,	   whereas	  previously	   the	  burden	  of	   corporate	   responsibility	   lay	  with	  businesses	  interested	   in	   cause	   marketing	   (Smith	   &	   Alcorn,	   1991)	   or	   social	  enterprise	  (Cornelius	  et	  al.,	  2008).	  Charity	  shops	  must	  now	  be	  aware	  of	  the	  impacts,	  positive	  or	  negative,	  that	  such	  affiliations	  may	  invoke.	  The	  blue	  GIK	   label	   is	  an	  embodiment	  of	   the	   increasingly	  commercial,	   fast-­‐paced	  and	  profit-­‐hungry	  narrative	  that	  has	  developed	  in	  charity	  shops	  in	  recent	  years	  –	  and	  how	  the	  maximisation	  of	  GIK	  profits	  using	  non-­‐commercial	   donations	   again	   marks	   the	   necessary	   cohesion	   of	   legal,	  charitable	  and	  commercial	  endeavours.	  	  	  
7.6	  The	  ‘Quiet	  Gift	  Economy’	  















the	  redeemed	  cost	  of	  waste	  for	  corporations.	  The	  presence	  of	  the	  Quiet	  Gift	   Economy	   in	   charity	   shops	   reminds	   us	   all	   too	   clearly	   “just	   how	  formal	   and	   ethically	   blind	   is	   the	   bureaucratic	   pursuit	   of	   efficiency.”	  (Bauman,	  1989,	  p.	  15)	  	  
7.7	  Summary	  
	  The	  previous	  three	  chapters	  have	  aimed	  to	  address	  research	  questions	  1	  and	  2	  in	  the	  following	  ways:	  
1. What	   processes	   are	   taking	   place	   at	   a	   micro	   level	   on	   the	  
charity	  shop	  floor?	  By	  recording	  what	  went	  on	  in	  the	  shop	  as	  a	  participant,	   a	   descriptive	   account	   of	   the	   specific	   practices	   that	  constitute	  the	  charity	  shop	  has	  been	  compiled.	  This	  enables	  the	  processes	   to	   then	   be	   categorised	   as	   indicative	   of	  professionalisation	   or	   not,	   thus	   testing	   previous	   theoretical	  standpoints;	   and	   the	  MCR	   and	   IHR	   looked	   at	   comparatively	   to	  see	  whether	  professionalisation	  is	  nuanced	  within	  the	  sector.	  
2. How	   do	   charity	   shop	   participants	   negotiate	   these	  





of	  what	  charity	  means	  to	  those	  people	  who	  take	  part	  in	  charity	  retail	  work.	  
	  These	   findings	   will	   now	   be	   discussed	   in	   Chapter	   8	   in	   relation	   to	  established	   sociological	   theory.	   The	   chapter	   will	   answer	   research	  questions	  3	  and	  4:	  	  
3. Is	   there	  a	   consistent	   ‘professionalisation’	   in	   charity	   shops,	  
or	  is	  the	  process	  more	  nuanced?	  	  4. What	   does	   this	   indicate	   about	   the	   professionalisation	   of	  















professionalisation	   that	  were	   observed	   on	   the	   shop	   floor:	   the	   pricing	  decisions	   and	   negotiations,	   the	   worker	   hierarchies	   and	   the	   oblique	  involvement	  of	  the	  state	  and	  private	  businesses.	  	   Each	   of	   these	   issues	   examined	   in	   the	   preceding	   chapters	  contribute	  to	  the	  discussions	  prompted	  by	  the	  work	  of	  Goodall	  (2000a;	  2000b)	   Parsons	   (2002),	   and	   Parsons	   &	   Broadbridge	   (2007)	   on	   how	  professionalisation	   is	   impacting	   upon	   the	   charity	   shop	   and	  fundamentally	   changing	   its	   mode	   of	   operation,	   thus	   altering	   our	  perception	  of	  charity	  as	  a	  whole.	  These	  authors	  emphasised	  that	  shops	  privileged	   fundraising	   over	   the	   other	   societal	   benefits	   they	   have	  previously	  offered	  -­‐	  recycling	  of	  waste,	  volunteering	  opportunities	   for	  older	  people,	   and	   cheap	   goods	   for	   the	   less	  well	   off	   (Chattoe,	   2006,	   p.	  106).	   The	   assimilation	   of	   charity	   with	   inherent	   ‘goodness’;	   whilst	  profit-­‐orientation	  was	  synonymous	  with	  the	  dark	  side	  of	  contemporary	  capitalism,	  prevailed	   through	   these	   theories.	  But	   the	  notion	  of	  profit-­‐orientation	   over	   and	   above	   social	   endeavour	   is	   challenged	   by	   the	  identification	  of	  a	  quiet	  economy,	  as	  will	  be	  elucidated	  by	  this	  chapter.	  	   This	   chapter	  will	   engage	   the	   findings	   from	  Chapters	   5,6	   and	  7	  with	  sociological	   literature	  and	  wider	  contexts	   in	  order	  to	  answer	  the	  remaining	  2	  questions:	  
3.	  Is	  there	  a	  consistent	  ‘professionalisation’	  in	  charity	  shops,	  or	  is	  
the	   process	   more	   nuanced?	   In	   particular,	   issues	   around	   what	  constitutes	  professionalisation	   in	   this	   context	   –	   the	   training/payment	  of	   staff,	  homogenisation	  of	   stock,	  organisation	  of	   roles	  and	   increasing	  interactions	  with	  structural	  institutions	  such	  as	  the	  state	  all	  occur,	  but	  they	   remain	  unpredictable	   and	  are	  often	   flouted	   in	   favour	  of	   socially-­‐oriented	  acts.	  
4.	  What	  does	  this	  indicate	  about	  the	  professionalisation	  of	  charity,	  










8.1	  Performing	  Knowledges	  
	  	   Performing	   knowledges	   refers	   to	   the	   ability	   of	   staff	   and	  customers	  to	  “see	  and	  unlock	  the	  imaginary	  potential	  of	  a	  commodity”	  (Gregson	   &	   Crewe,	   2003,	   p.112)	   through	   having	   knowledge	   on	   its	  potential	  value.	  Knowledges	  of	  various	  kinds	  were	  crucial	  mediators	  of	  the	   professionalisation	   process	   in	   the	   charity	   shop.	   They	   play	   out	   in	  two	  major	  negotiations:	  the	  performance	  of	  pricing	  knowledges	  when	  a	  price	   is	   challenged,	   and	   the	   performance	   of	   community	   knowledges.	  This	  is	  the	  offering	  of	  discounts	  due	  to	  a	  familiarity	  with	  the	  customer’s	  personal	  circumstances.	  	   	  The	   research	   described	   a	   performance	   when	   customers	  challenged	  value	   judgments.	  Doubt	  of	   value	  knowledge	  was	   common,	  and	  evidenced	  by	  the	  acts	  of	  pricing	  consultation	  described	  in	  Chapter	  5	   by	   Maria	   and	   Juliet.	   Tied	   into	   this	   was	   the	   presence	   of	   pricing	  










accountable	   and	   democratic	   way)	   is	   only	   really	   emphasised	   in	   the	  pricing	   negotiations	   when	   haggling	   is	   attempted	   by	   customers	   but	  declined	  by	  workers.	  





shops	   walk	   the	   fine	   line	   between	   profit-­‐orientation	   and	   social-­‐orientation,	   the	   use	   of	   knowledges	   (both	   of	   value	   and	   of	   personal	  circumstance)	  proved	  to	  be	  an	  important	  tool	  for	  shop	  workers.	  These	  knowledges	   were	   performed	   subtly.	   Steve,	   for	   instance,	   would	   not	  make	   it	   clear	   that	   he	   was	   discounting	   items	   to	   the	   customer	   and	  certainly	  not	  to	  anybody	  else	  in	  store.	  Gregson	  &	  Crewe	  (1997a,	  p.	  250)	  suggest	   that	   the	   performance	   incorporated	   in	   car	   boot	   sale	   shopping	  (the	  haggling,	  the	  pretence	  of	  indifference	  when	  first	  viewing	  an	  item,	  etc.)	  is	  key	  to	  the	  participant’s	  enjoyment	  of	  the	  experience.	  The	  author	  would	  suggest	  that	  the	  performance	  of	  knowledges	  from	  charity	  shop	  staff	   is	   equally	   important	   to	   their	   experience,	   and	   enables	   them	   to	  express	   individual	   autonomy,	   social-­‐orientated	   gift-­‐giving	   and	   thus	  reciprocity	  in	  spite	  of	  professionalised	  restrictions.	  	  	   The	   internal	   charity	   shop	   economy	   (the	   quiet	   economy	   of	   this	  thesis)	  works	  within	  external	  bureaucratic	  rules,	  but	  essentially	  it	  must	  operate	  with	  some	   independence	   in	  order	   to	  negotiate	   its	   local	   social	  function.	   Instrumental	   bureaucratic	   acts	   were	   mediated	   by	   the	  performance	  of	   local	  or	  pricing	  knowledges,	  and	  the	  crucial	  role	  shop	  workers	  play	  as	  intermediaries	  of	  the	  dual	  function	  of	  the	  charity	  shop.	  	  
8.2	  Individualisation	  	  

























	   The	   alienation	   and	   individualisation	   of	   charity	   shop	   workers	  results	  in	  a	  difficult	  contradiction.	  Those	  who	  are	  formally	  obligated	  to	  work	   in	   the	   shop	   through	  a	   rationalised	  worker	   structure	   experience	  the	   fallibility	  of	  bureaucratic	  professionalisation	  described	   in	  Chapter	  3.2,	   where	   a	   complicated	   and	   depersonalised	   hierarchical	   network	  serves	   to	   alienate	   workers	   and	   cause	   them	   to	   be	   “emotionally	  detached”	   (Weber,	  1977,	  p.	  231).	  To	  compensate,	   the	   interviews	  with	  both	   IHR	   and	   MCR	   shop	   managers	   showed	   a	   reversion	   to	   informal	  (conscientious	   and	   collaborative)	   social	   obligations	   in	   place	   of	   the	  flawed	   formal	   obligations.	   Altruism	   and	   the	   sensation	   of	   the	   ‘warm	  glow’	   (Andreoni,	   1989;	   1990)	   and,	   in	   particular,	   a	   discourse	   of	   ‘care’	  (Parsons	  &	  Broadbridge,	  2007)	  are	  adopted	  by	  the	  MCR	  staff,	  enabling	  Maria	   to	   continue	   to	   maintain	   social	   capital	   in	   spite	   of	   deteriorating	  bureaucracy.	   By	   comprising,	   the	   professionalisation	   process	   is	  mediated	   by	   informal	   obligations	   in	   spite	   of	   top-­‐down	  pressures	   and	  obligations.	  What	   has	   been	   observed	   is	   a	   reliance	   upon	   the	   informal,	  the	  unscripted,	   and	   the	   socially-­‐orientated	  as	  a	  back-­‐up,	   and	   in	  many	  ways	   a	   defence	   mechanism,	   against	   the	   impersonal	   and	   ruthless	  business	   world.	   As	   with	   the	   transactional	   negotiations	   discussed	   in	  Chapter	   5,	   the	   social	   mediates	   the	   rational	   “pervasive	   business	  paradigm”	   (Morris,	   2009,	   p.32)	   within	   the	   worker	   hierarchies	   of	   the	  charity	  shop.	  	  
8.3	  Changing	  Labour:	  The	  Detraditionalisation	  of	  Work	  
	  	   In	  addition	  to	  individualisation	  processes,	  the	  diverse	  structures	  of	   work	   in	   the	   charity	   shop	   were	   discussed	   in	   Chapter	   6.	   A	   quiet	  

























under	   fire	   for	   its	   involvement	   in	   unpaid	   internship	   schemes	   that	  undermine	   traditional	   volunteering	   –	   some	   charities	   have	   even	   been	  described	   as	   ‘exploiting’	   loopholes	   surrounding	   the	   definition	   of	  internship	  (Third	  Sector,	  2013).	  The	  recent	  outcry	  about	  these	  unpaid	  roles	  has	  been	  centred	  the	  fact	  that	  they	  privilege	  people	  from	  affluent	  backgrounds,	   who	   can	   afford	   to	   work	   without	   pay	   (Dennis,	   2013;	  Steffen,	  2010).	  Essentially,	  the	  detraditionalisation	  of	  work	  has	  become	  a	   traditional	   class	   debate;	   in	   which	   the	   elite	   are	   able	   to	   take	   a	   hit	  financially	   in	   order	   to	   gain	   skills	   and	   experience,	   whilst	   those	   from	  poorer	   backgrounds	   cannot.	  Not	   only	   does	   this	   go	   against	   the	   ethical	  values	  espoused	  by	  the	  charity	  sector,	   it	  also	  undermines	  the	  value	  of	  paid	   charity	   staff,	   by	   depressing	   wages	   and	   reducing	   employment	  opportunities	  (Gerada,	  2013,	  p.	  10).	  Therefore	  the	  informal	  obligations	  of	   working	   for	   charity	   shops	   have	   become	   embroiled	   within	   the	  difficulties	   perpetuated	   by	   an	   unstable	   and	   unforgiving	  wider	   labour	  market.	  	   The	  issue	  of	  informal	  obligations	  operating	  alongside	  those	  that	  are	  formalised	  highlights	  the	  wider	  question	  of	  work	  value	  –	  those	  who	  are	  not	  being	  renumerated	  are	  still	  expected	  to	  provide	  work	  of	  equal	  worth	   according	   to	   Whithear	   (1999,	   p.	   119).	   In	   the	   quest	   for	  professional	  efficiency	  in	  charity	  shops,	  their	  former	  viability	  as	  a	  place	  to	  work	  and	  develop	  skills	   for	   those	  with	   learning	  difficulties,	  mental	  health	  problems,	  physical	  disabilities	  and	  the	  elderly	  is	  threatened.	  	  	  
8.4	  Exclusion,	  Redemption	  and	  Moral	  Cleansing	  















than	   looking	   at	   ‘transgressional’	   shop	   customers,	   Chapters	   6	   and	   7	  theorised	   that	   the	   CSWs	   (tainted	   workers)	   and	   the	   sale	   of	   police	  evidence	   and	  products	   of	   prison	   labour	   (tainted	   cultural	   goods)	  were	  also	  evidence	  of	  the	  charity	  shop’s	  risky,	  transgressional	  nature.	  	   The	  professionalised	  charity	  shop	  struggles	  with	  the	  conflicting	  ideologies	  that	  this	  throws	  up:	  a	  discourse	  of	  tolerance	  and	  community	  ‘care’	   can	   only	   extend	   so	   far.	   As	   Gregson,	   Brooks	   and	   Crewe	   attest,	  earning	  money	  for	  the	  charity	  “overrode	  […]	  acting	  charitably	  towards	  others.”	   (2000,	  p.1679),	   and	   this	   can	   include	   the	   safety	  of	   volunteers,	  staff	   and	   customers.	   Thus,	   the	   division	   of	   a	   ‘front’	   and	   ‘back’	   space	  workers	  is	  multi-­‐purpose:	  it	  protects	  those	  on	  the	  shop	  floor	  from	  the	  ‘tainted’	  workers	  (CSWs);	  it	  enables	  the	  shop	  to	  function	  efficiently	  by	  providing	   ad-­‐hoc	  menial	   labour	  which	   suits	   the	  way	   the	   employment	  market	  has	  changed;	  and	  it	  still	  enables	  the	   ‘intergrated	  spiritual(ity)’	  of	  charitable	  values	  (Morris,	  2009,	  p.32)	  to	  benefit	   the	  general	  public.	  This	  variety	  of	  benefits	  enables	  the	  quiet	  hierarchy	  to	  function	  in	  spite	  of	  (and	  in	  some	  sense	  because	  of)	  the	  anomalous	  and	  ‘messy’	  nature	  of	  the	  charity	  shop.	  	   	  Also	   complicating	   the	   moral	   function	   of	   the	   charity	   shop	   are	  




















8.5	  The	  Philanthropic	  SuperPanopticon	  





the	   socio-­‐economic	   background	   of	   the	   shop	   customers	   and	   donors	  (since	   the	   majority	   of	   customers	   donate,	   and	   vice	   versa	   (Horne	   &	  Maddrell,	  2002,	  p.	  66)	  also	  negates	   the	   implementation	  of	  Gift	  Aid.	   In	  short,	  there	  are	  socio-­‐economic	  limitations	  to	  the	  professionalisation	  of	  the	  IHR,	  in	  terms	  of	  Gift	  Aid	  intersectoral	  ties.	  This	  is	  in	  part	  because	  of	  its	  geographic	  location,	  and	  the	  implications	  this	  has	  for	  those	  who	  live	  there.	  Weiss	   states:	   “people	   tend	   to	   live	  with	   others	   like	   themselves,	  sharing	   similar	   demographics,	   lifestyles	   and	   values.”	   (2000,	   p.	   305),	  thus	  individuals	  clustered	  in	  the	  proximity	  of	  the	  IHR	  will	  be	  assumed	  to	   share	   numerous	   similarities.	   This	   can	   then	   used	   as	   a	   ‘powerful	  predictor’	  of	   their	   consumption	  habits,	   tastes,	   and	  values	   (Burrows	  &	  Gane,	   2006,	   p.	   795).	   It	   can	   also	   be	   used	   to	   predict	   their	   potential	   to	  donate,	  as	  will	  be	  explored	  below.	  	   The	   Gift	   Aid	   regime	   at	   the	   MCR	   was	   found	   to	   require	   an	  intersection	   of	   three	   elements:	   Shop	   Worker	   Participation,	   Donor	  





track	  of	  throughout	  the	  stage	  of	  second-­‐cycle	  consumption,	  prolonging	  the	   act	   of	   disposal.	   In	   addition,	   the	   donor	   submits	   their	   details	   to	   a	  national	   database,	   operated	   by	   the	   charity,	   which	   will	   inform	   them	  when	   their	   charitable	   donations	   reach	   a	   certain	   earning	   threshold.	   It	  also	  offers	  this	  same	  information	  up	  to	  the	  Inland	  Revenue,	  so	  that	  non-­‐monetary	   charitable	   donations	   are	   also	   monitorable	   by	   the	   state.	   In	  return,	   the	   donor	   receives	   a	   card	   that	   acts	   as	   a	   loyalty	   card,	   to	  encourage	  further	  donations.	  	  	  	   Through	  the	  use	  of	  extensive	  databasing	  and	  rationalisation,	  an	  act	  of	  convenient	  disposal	   is	  converted	   into	  a	  philanthropic	  donation;	  recorded,	   and	   embedded	   within	   the	   information	   held	   by	   the	   public	  sector.	  This	  donation	   is	  not	  only	  monitored	  by	   the	  charity,	  but	  by	   the	  Inland	  Revenue,	  which	  calculates	  what	  percentage	  of	   their	   tax	   can	  be	  Gift-­‐Aided.	   Through	   a	   nexus	   of	   technology,	   bureaucracy	   and	   a	   tax	  system	  of	   charity	   benefits,	   the	   ‘gift’	   of	   an	   individual	   is	  mediated,	   and	  philanthropic	  behaviour	  rationalised.	  	   With	   the	   combination	   of	   these	   donor	   details	   and	   government	  taxation	   comes	   what	   this	   research	   has	   termed	   philanthropic	  










economy	   of	   redistribution”	   (Gregson	   &	   Crewe,	   2003,	   p.	   106)	   and	  therefore	  market-­‐centric	  operations	  are	  particularly	  contentious.	  	  	   Because	  of	  this,	  the	  final	  question	  asked	  was,	  can	  there	  be	  such	  a	  thing	  as	  pure	  altruism	  within	  the	  contemporary	  charity	  shop	  processes	  observed?	  And	  how	  does	  this	  work	  alongside	  professionalisation?	  	  
	  8.6	  A	  Possibility	  for	  ‘Pure’	  Altruism?	  










much	  more	  value	  can	  be	  made	  from	  a	  particular	  item.	  This	  act	  is	  more	  emblematic	  of	  altruism	  than	  any	  of	  the	  other	  negotiations	  that	  occur	  on	  the	  shop	  floor	   for	  this	  reason	  –	  because	   it	  supersedes	  the	  assumption	  that	  everyone	  loves	  charity	  shops	  for	  their	  bargains	  and	  ‘finds’.	  	   Often	  haggling	  up	  is	  not	  a	  debate	  about	  authenticating	  the	  value,	  but	   about	   paying	   that	   little	   bit	   more,	   usually	   a	   pound	   or	   two,	   which	  asserts	   both	   the	   value	   judgement	   and	   the	   social	   orientation	   of	   the	  customer.	   In	   a	   broader	   sense,	   it	   represents	   the	   failure	   of	   the	   pricing	  structure	   system	   or	   the	   ‘irrationality	   of	   rationality’	   (Ritzer,	   2011,	   p.	  143),	  as	   these	  structures	  exclude	   the	  opportunity	   to	  maximise	  profits	  that	  the	  charities	  so	  desperately	  seek.	  But	  most	  potently,	  it	  provides	  an	  opportunity	   for	   the	   possibility	   of	   pure	   altruism,	   giving	   to	   the	  disadvantage	  of	  the	  self,	  that	  James	  Andreoni	  found	  so	  difficult	  to	  find.	  	  
8.7	  Summary	  








































would	  be	  a	  useful	  area	  of	  further	  development	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  online	  charity	  shop.	  A	  broadening	  of	  the	  analysis	  to	  include	  more	  case	  study	  shops	  and	  compare	  impacts	  of	  the	  quiet	  economy	  is	  an	  additional	  spectulative	  consideration	  for	  the	  future	  of	  this	  study.	  Having	  identified	  its	  existence,	  further	  examination	  of	  this	  phemonenon	  as	  distinct	  from	  other	  shopping	  spaces	  would	  be	  worthwhile,	  whilst	  not	  possible	  within	  the	  temporal	  constraints	  of	  this	  study.	  This	  thesis	  has	  concluded	  that	  the	  quiet	  economy	  is	  the	  result	  of	  several	  aspects	  of	  interactions	  coming	  together	  in	  the	  contemporary	  charity	  shop:	  
• The	  unpredictability	  of	  pricing	  negotiations	  and	  the	  fallibility	  of	  pricing	  knowledges	  (the	  ‘Quiet	  Value	  Economy’);	  	  
• The	  collection	  of	  worker	  types	  employed	  under	  differing	  obligations,	  and	  the	  non-­‐meritocratic	  hierarchies	  (the	  ‘Quiet	  Hierarchy’);	  
• The	  impenetrable	  connections	  and	  relationships	  formed	  with	  private	  and	  public	  sector	  organisations	  through	  reciprocal	  exchange	  (the	  ‘Quiet	  Gift	  Economy’).	  	  	  	   Each	  of	  these	  elements	  relies	  upon	  professionalised	  practices	  that	  are	  reinterpreted	  to	  achieve	  the	  highest	  combination	  of	  profitable	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INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
Participant Observation 
 
One copy of the form to be left with each participant; one copy to be signed by each participant and 
kept by the researcher/moderator. 
Researcher: Triona Fitton 
Title of Research Project: ‘Prosuming Charity: The Commercialisation of the Charity Shop’ 
 
This is a study on the interactions within the space of the charity shop, including ideas about value, 
differences between first and second hand shopping, and volunteer participation. 
 
 
Dr. Sarah Nettleton is supervising the project. Should you have any questions she can be contacted 
at: 
 
Department of Sociology  
Wentworth College 




Tel:  +44 (0)1904 433062     
      
 
Thank you for agreeing to take part in this project. Before we start, I would like to emphasise that: 
• Your participation is entirely voluntary 
• You are free to refuse to answer any question 
• You are free to withdraw at any time 
 
Excerpts from the results may be made part of the final research report, but under no circumstances 
will any names, locations, charitable organisations or any identifying characteristics be included in 
the report.  
 
Please sign this form to show that you understand the contents and agree to participate. 







	  	  	  	  	  
 
INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
Interview 
 
One copy of the form to be left with each participant; one copy to be signed by each participant and 
kept by the researcher. 
Researcher: Triona Fitton 
Title of Research Project: ‘Prosuming Charity: The Commercialisation of the Charity Shop’ 
 
This is a study on the interactions within the space of the charity shop, particularly focusing upon 
the commercialisation of charity and how this affects all levels of social relations within the sphere. 
 
Dr. Sarah Nettleton is supervising the project and may be contacted if you have further questions: 
 
Department of Sociology  
Wentworth College 




Tel:  +44 (0)1904 433062     
      
 
Thank you for agreeing to take part in this project. Before we start, I would like to emphasise that: 
• Your participation is entirely voluntary 
• You are free to refuse to answer any question 
• You are free to withdraw at any time 
• The charity will remain anonymous in the report unless you explicitly request otherwise 
 
The interview will be tape-recorded, but the data will be kept strictly confidential and will be 
available only to members of the research team. Excerpts from the results may be made part of the 
final research report, but under no circumstances will your name or any identifying characteristics 
be included in the report. 
 
Please sign this form to show that I have read the contents to you. 
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